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INTRODUCTION

back to the 1960s with nostalgia--especially to the steady growth in
enrollments and financial support that marked most of that dacade.
After 1968, state governors and legislatures appeared far less inclined
to finance education at the old rates, and we entered the period
christened the New Depression by Cheit (1973). 1In the early years of
the '70s, as enrollment increases began to diminish, so did the rate
of growth in public financial support for education; more recently,
when enrollments again were on the upswing, a national recession made
financing more difficult. Trends have been further confounded by
inflation. These changes in the general condition of higher education
are reflected in the data analyses that follow, but one must beware of
assuming that these major factors affect each institution or each
state or region equally. They do not.

The consequences of these enrollment and financing dynamics
raise a good many @ .cy issues for institutional and state planners

and for state budgeting agencies: Is the proportion of state revenue

going to higher education sufficient to support the changes in enroll-

ment? Do the increases in state support counter the effects of

10
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inflation, and at the same tine meet new enrollmentc needs? Which regiens

)

and states continue on the finuncial upswing for higher education despit
recession and inflation? Are soume institutions; such as the research
universities, unduly favored or penalizsi in the new financing patterns?
Have the institutions that lost =nrolim=nts alsc lost the financial support
they previously had from the state? Hav: downturns in enrollment in the
elementary and secondary school affect¢” their proportion of state revenues?
In a Center survey conducted several v:irs ago, we found that
the presidents of institutions of higher educati: 1 generally had similar

ectives. FEven presidsnts of institutions

[y

enrollment and financing ob

i

with decreased enrollments and a reducad rate of financing during the 1968
to 1974 periocd locked to the next five years with optimism (Glenny, Shea,
Ruyle & Fraschi, 1976). Our data here will show that, even when appro-
priations were adjusted for inflation, the presidents may have been correct.
But while appropriations were up in many sta:es, in others they dropped.
Shortfalls in state revenue forced some governors to cut budgets in mid-
year to recapture some of the dollars that had already been allocated to
higher education institutions as well as to other state agencies.

One of the findings of the Cente=z’'s three=year study of state
budgeting practices (Glenny, Bowen, Me.singer, Morgan, Purves &
Schmidtlein, 1975) was that the uss of formulas to generate the amount
of money to be requested from ®'.: state had dropped off considerably,
and that formulas had given +av to nagotiation as a means for arriving
at dollar amounts in state ravenue riagquests. College and university
administrators may get some idea of how negotiations work, as opposed

to formulas, from the data -h»t follow.

11



general revenue appropriations for education, particularly for higher

Hy

education, in the 50 states. The first of these surveys undertaken by
the Center for Research and Development in Higher Education at Berkelay
was initiated with the support and assistance of the State Higher
Education Executive Officers Association (SHEEO) to determine:
1) whether the proportion of state revenues allotted to higher education
was declining, and 2) the relative proportions of revenue allocated for
higher education and for elementary and secondary education.

Three further surveys were made to pursue the investigation.
The initial 1972 pilot study was followed by one in 1973. For that
second study, state appropriation and enrollment data were obtained for
fiscal years 1962-63, 1968-69, 1969-70, 1970-71, 1971-72, and 1972-73.
The third survey, which added fiscal years 1974 and 1975, was spurred
by a request and small grant from the American Council on Education.
The Lilly Endowment, with a two-year grant, subsequently made it
possible to complete this third investigation and also to execute the
fourth and final survey, for fiscal years 1976 and 1977.

he State Higher Education Executive Officers Association

=
I

has cooperated in furnishing the data for all four investigations.
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Although Delaware, Nebraska, and Vermont do not have statewide boards,
each is represented in SHEEO by the director of its 1202 Commission.
The continuing help of the directors and staff of these agencies made
this report possible, and while formal acknowledgments of respondents
are made in Appendix A, we extend our personal and grateful thanks here
at the outset to the many persons involved. We are appreciative also
of data supplied by additional state agencies--especially in California,
Florida, Michigan, and Utah.

A basic goal of SHEEO in supporting this project was to obtain
comparable survey results across states that would be more useful than
observations of trends in the individual states. This goal, even in the
final survey, has not been fully met. Differences in reporting and
appropriations practices in the various states, and the numerous defi-
nitional problems that plague all attempts to compare enrollments and
finances across states, continue to be sources of concern. The National
Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) and the National
Center for Educational Statistics of HEW, as well as the Center, have

recognized and delineated some of the many issues and problems to be

made (McCoy, Cherin, Makowski, & Weldon, 1976). Notes on this subject,
and details of the problems we and the state representatives met in
attempting to present accurate and comparable figures for state general
revenues, appropriations, and enrollments are more fully covered in

Appendix B.



The results of the 1973 survey contained responses from all
states except Texas, but since many responding states were unable to
report the data requested in every category, the overall results in
some instances were disappointing. Much of the data that were supplied
and appeared in the 1973 report (Glenny & Kiﬂder, 1974) were revised by
the states in the subsequent surveys.

In December 1974, the third survey form, covering an overlapping
year included in the earlier survey (fiscal year 1973) and the next two
years, was sent to the SHEEO member in each state, as had bheen done with
previous forms.

' By spring 1975, most states had :ésg@ﬂé&é, but the third

survey forms returned from more than a few states indicated numerous

: major differences between what was reported as enrollments, appropria-
tions, and state federal revenues, and what had been reported in the
second survey. Consequently, an attempt was made to secure data that
would be more comparable over time. Toward that end, copies of the
two completed surveys were sent to each state's fegrésentativé, asking
for confirmation or correction of sgecific discrepancies noted in their

last reported figures. 1In all, 47 states were contacted. Six states

and Texas were excluded from that survey by their own request; Idaho,
New Hampshire, South Dakota, and Wyoming provided partial data. At the
end of April 1976, after the data had been amended according to the
latest information sent from the states, the data for fiscal years

1963, and for 1968 through 1975 were analyzed. Each state was then

Pt
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sent an analysis of its own trends over the years, and also of the
trends in its geographical region.

The final survey form was distributed at the end of January
1977. Because of respondents' earlier difficulties in providing new
data that was consistent with past data, we included, along with the
survey form for fiscal years 1976 and 1977, several documents: an
entire record of the past data; a correction form for fiscal years 1968

through 1975; and a three-page checklist. The checklist was derived

By the end of July, the data from the 41 states that had
responded to the final survey were processed, and appeared ready for
analysis. During August, the data from all states, except the two for
which data were unavailable, Alaska and New Hampshire, were subjected
to an arithmetic check for fiscal years 1968 through 1977. (Twenty-six
of the responding states had revised some of their figures for years
preceding fiscal 1976.) 1In the data from 35 states, errors not caused
by rounding were uncovered and later corrected by the state representa-~
tives.

Respondents were requested to place a figure in each cell,
including a zero if such were actually the case, and to leave a cell
blank only if the data could not be obtained. The returns included a

significant number of blank cells.

15



The data ferAfiscal years 1968 to 1977 were analyzed by the
basic category in which they were collected, e.g., State general revenue,
Total state appropriations for all education, Total state appropriations
for institutions of higher education. The analysis was made by sector--
public or private--and within sectors by type of institution: advanced
graduate and research universities, other universities and four- or
five-year colleges, and two-year colleges. Tables were developed to
show the analyzed data by state and by aggregates for the nation,
geographic regions, and ygroups of “"peer" states with certain clustered
characteristics.

In February 1978 a final report was sent to the SHEEO office
in each state. Trends from fiscal year 1968 to 1977 were shown for
each state, the total for all states in its geographical region, the
total for its peer states, and the total for all responding states.

To obtain total appropriations for the public and private
comprise eachk sector, it was necessary to sum the appropriations for
three sepavate components: 1) the amount appropriated for specific
institutions of higher education, 2) state funds made available through
student financial aid, and 3) state funds made available through other
grants and aids. The sum of these components was the total appropria-

tion. For total public and total private higher education appropriations,

4

slank cells were treated as zeros because generally the amount, if any,
was small, or had been included in another component. Florida,

Massachusetts, New Jersey and South Carolina were notable exceptions.
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Student aid appropriations, which represented at least 5 percent of the
tal appropriations, could not be broken down into the public and
private sectors. Thus, the trends for the two sectors in these states
were based on lower figures than they actually were. States with

missing data are footnoted on the respective tables. When reporting

\'J.‘

appropriations for student aid by type of institution, some respondents

had to apply a percentage based on the expenditures for student aid to

o
fo3
i
w

innual total appropriation.

nd the figures and

o

The earlier findings published in 1974,
trends discussed in this report, differ to some extent: as mentioned
earlier, the states themselves corrected their data for previous
years. Caution should be exercised in cc
another; budgeting and reporting practices vary, and the reasons for

data requested for this study. We dropped fiscal year 1963 from our
analyses because the SHEEO agencies, many of which were not then in
operation, could not verify data previously reported for that year.
The data in tabular as well as graphie form in this document
show what the trends have been since 1968. Much of the basic tabular

material and the pertinent individual state data are included in

Appendix D.
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STATE GENERAL REVENUE

A state's revenue consists of funds received from many
sources, but in this study we were concerned only with those revenues
which the state, at its own discretion, could appropriate for the
purposes of education, or with those which by previous agreement or
enactment were specifically earmarked for education. "State general
revenue" is here defined, therefore, as that PGItiQﬂ»éf total state
revenue whose disposition and use were not restricted by statute, with
and funds for capital projects excluded. Funds generated by institu-
tions of higher education themselves, such as tuition, fees, rovalties,
patents, auxiliary enterprises, were omitted so that analyses would
reflect only state-generated funds and restricted funds for education.
Since "state general revenue" is a subset of total revenue, its
relative size to the total will vary, perhaps substantially, according
to previous actions of the state in designating certain receipts for
specific purposes. Thus, it is important to view appropriations for
higher education in the light of general revenue funds available in
a given year, and not in terms of the total revenue of that state.
(Some states earmark certain revenues, such as severance taxes, taxes

on amusements, gambling, etc., for various purposes which are not

19



10

reflected in the tax ravenue total reported here.) The years cited are

fiscal years and identify the closing year.

BY REGION
In general, state general revenues trebled from 1968 to 1977
in the 47 states for which data were complete; the percentage change

was over 200, as shown in Table 1. The central region had the greatest

change of 84, that gained the most. The eastern states gained the least
during the same period, with enly a 39 percent change. The variation
among the four regions was much more marked in the last five years of
the period covered, possibly reflecting the differential effects of
inflation and recession in different regions and shifts in population.
Overall, compared to the preceding years, fiscal years 1971 and 1977
showed the smallest gains.

The basic regional grouping was formed by dividing the United
States into four geographic areas--north, south, east and west--and
Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) into the western region,
members of the Southern Regional Educational Board (SREB) into the
member states together with New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania
into the eastern region, and the remaining states into the central

region.
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Table 1. Percentage Change in State General Revenue, 1968-1977, by Region

__ Percentage change from fiscal year 1968 to | 1968 1973
Reglion (1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 197k 1975 1976 1977 |43, 159

West 11 20 29 50 71 99 137 172 216 50 84

Central 13 38 51 75 104 139 170 218 240 75 66

South 1733 ke 71 110 sk 170 188 215 71 50
East s 37 52 65 99 116 137 159 177| 65 39

United States 14 33 46 66 97 125 153 183 210 66 56
(N=47) ‘

Percentage change from preceding year

1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976
Region 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

West 11 8 7 16 14 16 19 14 16
(N=11) :

Central 13 22 9 15 16 17 12 17 6
(N=13)

South 17 13 9 17 22 16 10 6 9
(N=15)

East 14 19 11 8 20 8 10 8 7
(N=8)

United States 14 16 9 13 18 14 12 11 9
(N=47)

Note: Alaska, New Hampshire, and Utah are not included because data
were not provided for all years.
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West : Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii,
(13 states) Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah,
Washington, and Wyoming

Central Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan,
{13 states) Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, South Dakota, and Wisconsin

South Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia,

(15 states) Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,
Virginia, and West Virginia

East Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire,
(9 states) New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
and Vermont

BY STATE

Table 2 shows the actual general revenue figures by state for
the 10 fiscal years covered by the surveys. The states that showed
the most increase from 1968 to 1977 were Iowa (380%), Arizona (335%),
Minnesota (320%), and Louisiana (314%). Those with the least were New
York (154%), Missouri and Georgia (both 155%), and Indiana (103%). The
variation over the years within states and between states is shown in
Appendix D~1. The percentage change between 1968 and 1972 ranges from
33 (Indiana) to 124 (Arizona). The changes from 1973 to 1977 varied

even more: from 10 percent (Louisiana) to 101 and 202 percent (Kansas
and Wyoming, respectively). The detail appearing in Appendix D=1 shows
that 11 states reported an actual drop in revenue for one year out of
the last ten. Since these figures were not adjusted for inflation,

the drop in income must have been serious. Although only Nebraska and
Iouisiana suffered a decrease in revenue for more than one year, more

than half of the responding states reported a percentage change of less

than 5 parcent for at least one fiscal year, which probably affected



Table 2. State General Revenue (in thousands of dollars), 1968-1977, by State

e Flscal vears

States T T T T lo72 1973 Tona 1978 i9le o7
ALADANA 154293 370404 154944 497915 5Tad44 518551 12843) Bisoze §31308 1016284
ARTZCNA 185886205500 T 2RII0Z T IIE7eE  ALTEAD 78201 EQIECC 03794 166796 BOBNZE
AREANSAS IELEH 2125¢E 2157948 25911 Jo68a7 371961 438200 456299 6434 10141
CALIFERNIA 355?§lﬂ 3?625?@ 135607 425026} EG2692 QG40 4977524 BAGORGR 9620152 11469863
COLORADD____ T 09383 387184 497708 468282 SE1923 673800  MSIN0__ BR218A  BEEASL
CCNNECT ICUT QEI%IE HIME [EI%114 ESI3BY  108043Y  [2(6hBB  1244A00 1322400 1672180 l801zs%
DELAMARE IS6708 169708 212065 246070  274P21 308850  3507¢4  B6045  AISIST 430800
FLOR DA bﬁiilﬂ SIETEE 1673026 1196947 1378500 1619598 2!0??;5 2522178 2183420 2415644
SEORGIA 90000 Bitle  SejEIt  Icecess  J1a)SI)_ L36AIIE_ 1679250 _ 1663820 . 1TA912L 1912867
Hasal] 248716 272718 145600 186215 404368 67477 54G148 37127 675540 144911
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the appropriations to most agencies and institutions in those states.
The following data will show how education, as supported by the state,

fared in those years.
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STATE APPROFRIATIONS FOR EDUCATION

Although state appropriations for education did not rise as

to 1977. The differences among regions for these appropriations were
not as great as they were for revenue, but the highest percentage of
change was in the central region and the lowest in the eastern (Table
3). The central states showed the greatest discrepancy between
increases in revenues and in appropriations to education ffcm 1268 to
1977, and the western states the least. In all four regions the growth
rates of general revenue and apgrcpriaﬁicns for education were similar
through 1972; then a gap between these rates of growth opened and
continued to widen from fiscal year 1973 to 1977, except in the western
region for one year (fiscal year 1975). Graphs that show these
relationships by region appear in Appendix D-2.

As usual, general trends for the regions and the nation as
a whole masked individual state differences. 1In nine of the states,
the 1977 percentage change from 1968 in appropriations for educatioen
exceeded that of general revenue, and in another eight the difference
was no more than 10 percentage points, as compared to the overall

difference of from between 210 percent for revenues and 167 percent
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Table 3. Percentage Change in State A?pr@pr?atians to All Education, 1968-1977,
by Region

Percentage cﬁaﬁge from %fgcai year iSéS to 71968 1973
Region 7969 1970 1971 1972 1973 197k 1975 7| '

to to

_|1972 1977

West : 9 25 34 40 51 89 133 142 173 Lo 80
(N=11)
Central 11 34 4e 65 86 102 126 156 181 65 EO
(N=13)

South 17 30 43 61 8 109 132 157 173 | 61 5]
(N=15)

East 21 36 48 63 79 98 118 132 140 | 63 34
(N=8)

LTy

United States 15 32 43 58 76 101 127 148 167 58 51
(N=47)

) Apéé}ééntageigﬁégéeifrémré}ééééiﬁé;yearr ) 74; ) T
1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976
Region 196 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
West 9 15 6 L 8 25 23 3 i2
(N=11)
Central 11 12 8 13 12 8 1 13 9
(N=13)
South 17 10 9 12 12 15 11 10 6
(N=15)
East 21 12 8 9 9 10 10 6 3
(N=8)
United States 15 14 8 10 10 14 13 9 7
(N=47)

Note: Alaska, New Hampshire and Utah are not incladed bccause data
were not provided for all years.

UAl1l education'' comprises appropriations made both to institutions of
higher education and to elementary and secondary schools. In some states,
analysis of the figures reported for the two subsections revealed that the
sum of the parts is less than the figure reported for all education because
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for all education. The percentage change in appropriations for all
education in the individual states is shown in Appendix D-3.

As suggested by the percentage change differences noted above,
education's share of state general revenue for the country as a whole
dropped from a high of 55 percent in 1968, excluding Alaska, to a low
of 47 percent in 1977, excluding Alsska, New Hampshire, and Utah.
Comparing 1977 to 1968, education's share of the general revenue
increased in only 11 states (the highest were Rhode Island, with 11
percent, and Colorado, with 10 percent). Fourteen states dropped 10
percent or more of their portion of general revenue for education.
The proportions for each year by state are shown in Appendix D-4.
While the proportion dropped from 1968 in most states, a steady
decline year after year was not common among the states. Even in
states where the downward trend was clear (Connecticut, New Mexico,
and New York), the percentage increased in some vears.

Thus we see that although appropriations to education
steadily increased from 1968 to 1977, the percentage of general
revenues to education nevertheless dropped as a result of other
state agencies receiving a larger fraction of state funds than in

the past.

certain appropriations either were to have been excluded from the parts
OF were not covered by the categories provided in the survey form. Thus,
in many states the figures for all education include appropriations to
other agencies and programs that also support the educational function,
such as vocational or technical institutes, teachers' retirement payments,
and special programs for the handicapped.

4%
~1



APPROPRIATIONS TO PUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS AND TO
HIGHER EDUCATION

The two major subsets of appropriations to education, looked at
together, clearly indicate that total appropriations to higher education

(Appendix D-5) rose at a faster pace than those for public elementary

and secondary education (Appendix D-6). Graph 1 shows the percentage

and in general revenue for the 43
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states that provided full ten years of data in the three categories.
While state revenue increased at a faster rate than state appropriations
to public elementary and secondary education since 1970, state revenue
also rose faster than appropriations to higher education in fiscal

years 1973 to 1975. Between 1968 and 1972, appropriations for higher
education increased more than either general revenue or elementary

and secondary appropriations. Still, the differences between the

rates of higher education appropriations and general revenue

e
N

growt

great from 1968 to 1977. The total appropriations for insti-

L

rt

were no

tutions of higher educatisn for each fiscal year by state appear in
Appendix D-7.

In making comparisons between the increases for elementary
and secondary education and those for higher education, one should

keep in mind that the drop in number of live births beginning in

While enrcollments at the lower levels of education dropped, those in

higher education continued to increase (Graph 2). Despite this,

Table 4 shows that in the central states, the percentage change from
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Graph 1

Percentage Change in State General Revenue, and Appropriations to All Higher Education
and to Public Elementary and Secondary Educatiom, 1968-1977, in 43 States
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Note: Alaska, Michigan, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Rhode [sland, and Utah
are not included because data were not provided for all years.
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1968 to 1977 in appropriations for elementary and secondary education
was far greatar than the percentage change in appropriations for
higher education. All other regions showed greater increases for
higher education, with differences from about 50 to 100 percentage
points between the two sectors over the ten years. Percentage change
from 1968 for each fiscal year appears in Graph 3, showing striking

differences between the regions.

Table 4. Percentage (hange in State General Revenue, and Appropriations
to All Higher Education and to Public Elementary and Secondary
Education, 1968-1977, by Region

Appro-= pifference in

priations Appro- growth rates

to public priations of appro-
State elementary to all priations
general & secondary higher to the
revenue education education two sectors

West 216 150 227 77
(N=10)

Caﬁtra] 232
(N=11)

South 215 159 254 95
(N=15)

East 177 122 171 49
(N=7)

United States 207 158 207 49
(N=43)

173 =47

P
X3
o

Note: Alaska, Michigan, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Rhode
Island, and Utah are not included because data were not
provided for the three categories for all years.
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Percentage Change in Enrallments, 1968-1977:
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Alaska, Arkansas, Delaware, Georgia, idaho, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Texas, Utah,
Virginia, and Wyoming are not included because data were not provided for all
years. |In addition, California, Florida, Indiana, Minnesota, and West Virginia
are not included in "All higher education'' because enrollment data for private
colleges and universities w:re not provided for all years.
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Graph 3

Parcentage Change in 5State General Revenue, and Appropriations to All Higher Education,
and to Public Elementary and Secondary Education, 1968-1977, by Region
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Overall, the percentage of general revenue appropriated to
higher education hovered around 15 percent up to 1972, then dropped to
14 percent (Table 5). As would be expected, the central states as a
group reported a greater daereése than other regions, with a drop of
4 percentage points since 1968.

Table 5. Percentage of State General Revenue Appropriated to All Higher
Education, 1968-1977, by Region

Region 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

West (N=11) 17 18 19 20 .18 18 18 17 17 17
Central (N=13) 18 18 17 18 17 16 15 15 14 14
South  (N=15) 16 16 16 17 17 15 16 16 18 18
East (N=8) 10 10 10 1 11 10 10 10 10 10

United States 15 15 15 16 15 14 14 14 14 14
(N=47)

Naté: Alaska; Néw Hampsh%%e;rand Utahréé}e not fﬁé]udéd bezéﬁse déta
were not provided for all years.

Besides grouping the states by regions, it was useful to
group them by the means devised by the staff at the National Center
for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS. Unpublished,
undated paper). They developed sets of peer states by using a cluster
analysis of hierarchical grouping based on six characteristics. The
characteristics selected were those deemed likely to be related to
a state's ability to support higher education. We believe that there

are such differences among states, that these influence their
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appropriations to higher education, and that geographical comparisons

3. Per capita state

The six variables used were:

1. Population of the state

revenues (total)

2. Per capita personal income in the state

4. Assets of public institutions (land, buildings, and
equipment at end-of-year book value) per public student

5. Percentage of higher education enrollments in public
institutions

6. FPercen

source

extremely high correlation with per capita state revenues.

groups of peer states

Gro Group 4 Grou 7
: Alabama Delaware
.Laulslaﬁa New Mexico Indiana
Maine Oklahoma Iowa
Mississippi South Dakota Minnesota
North Carclina _ = . Nebraska
Tennessee 5522352, Ehode Island
Arizona
Group 2 Kansas
Florida Maryland
Georgia Michigan Pennsylvania
Missouri Montana Group 9
Texas Oregon %é=f£L¥ﬁ s
Virginia Washington New Hampshire
Wisconsin Utah
Group 3 ) Vermont
Idaho Group 6 _
Kentucky ~ Colorado EEE%E=%E
South Careolina Hawaii Alaska
West Virginia Nevada Group 11
North Dakota Connecticut
Wyoming Illinois

ntage of expenditures in puklic institutions from
s

other than the state

are shown below:

New Jersey

The 14

‘Massachusetts

Grau 13

California
New York

14

Graui

District of
Columbia
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Table 6 shows the state variatior- from 1968 to 1977, grouped
by the state factors developed by NCHEMS. The percentage allotted to
higher education in 1977 ranged from a low of 7 percent in Connecticut
and Massachusetts to a high of 32 percent in South Dakota. oOnly four
states increased their share by 5 percent or more, while ll states lost
5 percent or more of their share. Of the 47 states with data for all
years, 23 lost a portion of their share from 1968 to 1977, 21 states
gained, and three had the same percentage of revenue in fiscal year

1977 as in 1968.

Table 6. Percentage of State General Revenue Appropriated to All Higher
Education, 1968-1977, by State

1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
15 05 15 17 16 12 13 13 6 16
Arkansas = 16 16 17 17 16 15 16 18 16 18
#%Louisiana 19 18 17 22 18 6 6 6 10 11
**Maine ! 16 14 13 13 13 12 12 12 11 9
Mississippi 16 14 12 16 16 16 17 17 19 18
*North Carolina 12 13 - 14 14 16 15 16 16 21 21
Tennessee - 15 16 17 17 16 17 17 17 17 17
Group2 18 18 19 20 19 19 19 18 21 2
Florida = 2C 17 . 19 20 18 18 16 16 18 18
Georgia 13 15 14 15 15 14 15 15 15 14
Missouri 17 18 19 19 18 18 18 16 16 16
“Texas 23 23 26 27 23 25 26 26 30 3
_Virginia 16 15 15 15 16 17 d7 17 18 17

Group 3 1515 16 16 16 16 17 18 16 16
ldaho 22 22 23 24 25 24 24 23 22 2k
Kentucky 18 .17 18 19 19 19 18 17 18 18

*South Carolina 9 9 10 10 1 12 14 17 16 14
West Virginia 18 18 18 17 16 17 17 18 14 15

Group & 20 20 19 19 19 18 70 19 20 20
Alabama 16 1e 16 16 16 15 18 18 22 19
New Mexico 15 15 15 16 16 15 14 14 13 13
Dklahoma 27 29 25 26 25 25 23 24 23 24
South Dakota 34 32 33 28 29 29 31 32 32 32

\w
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Table 6 (continued)},

968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 197k 1975 1976 1977
Group 5 18 18 19 19 18 17 16 16 14 1L

o]

“EArizona 24 26 23 24 22 20 22 18 18 19
Kansas 21 21 20 22 22 24 22 21 23 22
Maryland 11 11 H 13 13 12 12 12 12 11

**Michigan 15 15 i7 16 4 13 12 12 9 10

**Montana 30 33 25 31 27 23 21 21 23 22
Oregon 27 30 28 28 28 30 25 26 26 24
Washington 19 19 22 21 20 20 21 21 19 18
Wisconsin 21 23 21 22 246 23 19 18 17 17

Group 6 17 18 20 21 19 17 17 16 18 19
Colorade 20 21 28 27 22 17 20 20 21 22
Hawaii 10 11 11 13 14 14 10 9 10 il
Nevada 19 18 19 17 19 17 18 18 21 21
North Dakota 22 24 23 20 19 19 18 14 20 19

*“*Wyoming 36 36 38 38 37 48 33 32 31 30

Group 7 18 18 17 17 17 15 15 15 15 15
" Delaware 6 7 7 8 7 g 8 9 10 10
Indiana 23 24 22 23 23 23 21 20 25 25
#%| owa 33 21 21 21 22 18 18 17 18 18
“#*Minnesota 14 14 13 13 12 11 10 10 9 9
#Nebraska 19 25 22 29 31 28 27 30 35 31
~ Rhode |sland 1T 11 12 12 11 11 12 12 12 12
Group 8 12 13 13 12 12 1v 11 it 12 12 o
Ohio 13 14 15 15 14 12 12 12 12 12
_Pennsylvania 12 13 12 11 11 1o 10 1o 11 11
Group 9 - _ _ - - )
New Hampshire 17 17 17 13 11 7 7 7
Utah 19 20 17 18 18 17 18 18 18
**Vermont 16 16 12 13 13 11 12 13 12 11
Group 11 14 15 13 13 13 13 13 12 11 11
**Connecticut 12 11 11 11 10 ¢ 9 10 7 7
#**]11linois 19 20 16 17 16 15 15 15 14 14
~ New Jersey 8 10 g 9 11 1110 10 10 9_
Group 12: Mass. 6 6 7 8 8 7 8 8 7 7
Group 13 12 13 14 14 14 ]37'713f77134fi13,”l]3
California 15 16 18 19 16 16 17 16 16 16
~ New York 10 10 1M 11 13 10 10 11 10 10

* Gained 5 percent or more of general revenue

%% Lost § percent or more of general revenue

Note: Alaska (Group 10 not shown), New Hampshire, and Utah data are
incomplete
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Since higher education in the aggregate maintained a rela-
tively steady proportion of the general revenue, it was not surprising
to find that the dip in appropriations to all education reflected the
increasingly smaller proportion of revenue (a drop of 6 percent since
1969) given to public elementary and secondary schools (Table 7). The
percentage varied greatly by state and region, but the trend was
toward a smaller piece of the pie for elementary and secondary
education in 28 of the 44 states for which data were available
(Appendix D-8). This was. partly attributable to the decline in age

cohorts, and thus of enrollments.

Table 7. Percentage of State General Revenue Appropriated to Public
Elementary and Secondary Education, 1968-1977, by Region

Region 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

West (N=10) 38 36 38 37 33 30 34 32 31 30
Central (N=11) 34 35 34 34 34 34 35 35 33 33
South (N=15) 47 48 47 46 Ly Y| 4o 4o 4o 38

East (N=7) 33 34 32 30 29 28 28 28 27 27

United States 38 38 37 36 35 33 34 33 33 32
(N=43)

Note: Alaska, Michigan, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Rhode Island,
and Utah are not included because data were not provided for all
years.
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Graph 4 shows the overall trends in the percentage of general
revenue appropriated to education, and Graph 5 reflects the regional
variations. It should be noted that the figures and trends were related
to many other conditions which are not shown, for example: changes in
enrollment, cost per student, and shifting patterns of responsibility
between the state and the local community for each type of educational
activity.

Of state appropriations for "All education," higher education's
percentage grew from 27 percent in 1968 to 31 percent in 1977. However,
the states differed considerably in the proportion of their educational
monies appropriated to higher education; in 1977, for example, the pro-

portions ranged from 17 percent in Maine to 70 percent in Wyoming. For

the state proportions and trends, see Appendix D-9.

APPROPRIATIONS TO VARIOUS SECTORS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Public higher education continued, from 1968 to 1977, to be
the recipient of nearly all state appropriations to higher education.
This situation changed only slightly over those ten years: from 97
percent in 1968 to 95 percent in 1977. These percentages include
appropriations made directly to institutions, funds made available
through student aid and other grants-in-aid, and appropriations made

directly to statewide coordinating or governing boards, and to other
governing boards and agencies of higher education. The western states

changed only 1 percent (from 99 to 98). The other regions changed 2

percent: from 99 to 97 in the south, from 98 to 96 in the central

-
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Parcentage of State Genmeral Revenue Appropriated to All Education, to Public Elementary
and Secondary Education, and to All Higher Education, 1968-1977, in 43 States
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are not included because data were not provided for all years.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e e e

Percentage of state general

30
Graph 5§

Percentage of State General Revenue Appropriated to Public Elementary and Secondary

Education, and to All Higher Education, 1968-1977, by Region
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states, and from 90 to 88 in the east. The changes in percentages by

state and region are shown in Appendix D-10.

The Public Sector

For the most part, state appropriations for higher education
were granted directly to public institutions and agencies--94 percent
in fiscal year 1968, and 92 percent in 1977 (Graph 6). Public advanced
graduate and research universities continued to receive the greatest
proportion, but dropped from more than half (54%) of the total

appropriation for higher education in 1968 to less than half in 1977

P

(46%). Wﬁila other public four- or five-year colleges and universities
saw their sha:e drop slightly, it was the community colleges whose
share increased appreciably in nearly every state since 1968, and
especially in the western states (Table 8). Although Appendix D-11
shows a drop in the share for the public advanced graduate universities
in all but a few states, most states increased their appropriations for
their universities, even in constant dollars (Appendix D-16). So the
drop in the share reflected the lafgé increases to community colleges,
which was not necessarily at the expense of the advanced graduate
institutions. And this, of course, reflected the large and fapiﬂ.
growth of community college enrollments during the ten-year period.

The percentage of general revenue to advanced graduate
universities dropped from 8 to 6 percent on the whole (Appendix D-12).
The differences between regions are shown in Graph 7 for the three

types of public institutions. The percentage to the advanced

41



32

Distribution of Appropriations to All Higher Education, 1968
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Table 8. Percentage of Total Appropriations for Higher Education Allotted
Directly to Public Institutions, 1968-1977, by Type of Institution
and Region

Region 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

Advanced graduate &
research universities

West (N=12, 11) 54 53 51 50 L8 Lé Ls Lk 43 L3
Central (N=13, 12) 65 64 61 59 57 55 54 54 54 53
South  (N=15) 56 54 52 52 51 * 51 50 L9 L9
East (N=9, 8) 36 35 34 34 34 34 33 32 33 33
United States 54 53 50 50 48 48 47 46 L6 L6
(N=48,47)
Other universities
and colleges

West  (N=11, 10) 29 29 30 29 29 30 29 28 29 28

Central (N=13, 12) 24 25 25 27 27 27 27 27 25.__25

South  (N=15, 14) 23 23 23 24 23 22 21 22 20 20

East (N=9,’8) 39 40 33 38 38 36 36 36 3 32

United States 28 29 729 29 29 28 27 28 26 26
(N=47, 46)

Two-year colleges

West (N=12, 11) 14 14 16 18 19 18 21 21 23 24
Central (N=12) 6 6 8 8 9 9 10 10 12 12
South (N=15) 11 12 13 14 14 15 16 16 16 16
East (N=9, 8) 7 6 7 9 10 Il 11 11 12 12
United States 10 10 11 12 13 14 15 15 16 17
(N=48-146)

* Data not comparable

Note: No information from Alaska. Partial data shown for Florida, New
Hampshire, Oregon, South Dakota, and Utah.
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Graph 7
Percentage of General Revenue Appropriated Directly to Public Inmstitutions: Advanced
Graduate and Research Universities, Other Universities and Colleges, and
Two-Year Colleges, 1968-1977, by Region
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universities in the central states dropped from 12 to 8 percent of
state general revenue in the ten years covered, and their percentage
of total appropriations to higher education also dropped from 65 to
53 percent in direct appropriations. In particular, Indiana and
Illinois showed large drops in the proportion of tﬁé total appropria-
tions to higher education allotted to universities.

Graph 6 showed that the percentage of all appropriations to
higher education given directly to state coordinating and governing
boards and to other state educational agencies in fiscal year 1977 was
3 percent. The percentage that went to coordinating agencies was
from 1968. The percentages shown in Table 9 were reported in decimals

Table 9. Percentage of Total Appropriations for Higher Education Allotted
to State Coordinating or Statewide Governing Boards of Public
Higher Education, 1968-1977, by Region

Region 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

West (N=12) .09 .08 .09 .09 .12 .29 .31 .34 .25 .26
Central (N=13) A7 .16 17 .20 .19 .22 .26 .32 .27 .25
South  (N=15) .37 .44 .49 42 .54 .54 .51 60 .61 .60

East (N=9) b6 44 |5 .68 .57 .53 .50 48 4Lk 44

United States .27 .27 .31 .34 .36 .39 40 .44 4o Lo
(N=49)

Note: No information from Alaska. Partial data included for New Hampshire,
Oklahoma and Utah.

This table does not include the appropriations to other governing boards or

agencies of higher education which have approximated between 2 and 3 percent

of the total appropriations nationally from 1968 to 1977.

(¥
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because they were so small. Coordinating agencies and geverning boards
in the southern and eastern regions enjoyed a greater proportion of the
total appropriations than did those in the central and western regions.
The percentage for fiscal year 1977 was greater than 1 percent
in a few states: Idaho, Kentucky, Montana, New Jersey, and Tennessee.
Twelve of the states for which we had 1977 data reported that there had’

been no appropriations to such agencies or boards in 1968.

Appropriations to the Public Sector When Adjusted for Inflation

In actual dollars appropriated for all of public higher
education in the United States, the overall percentage change was EDD;
or three times as great in fiscal year 1977 as it was in 1968 (Table
10). Since nearly all state appropriations to higher education go to
the public sector, the regional relationships shown here are similar
to those shown in Table 4 for all higher education. Although the
southern states showed an extremely high rate of increase, in both
1968 and 1977 they had lower average appropriations in actual deollars
than the states in the other three regions. In contrast, the central
states, which shared the lowest increase with the eastern states during
the same period, also appropriated more for public higher education in
both 1968 and 1977, on the average, than either the western or southern
states. The eastern states maintained the highest average across
states in those two fiscal years.

public. higher education in some states during the period of our surveys.
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Table 10. Percentage Change in Total State Appropriations to Public
Higher Education in Unadjusted Dollars, 1968-1977, by Region

o Per;epﬁéée change frcm Fjggal yeafrléééﬁtg 1968 1973
Region 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 | to  to
_ _ _ ) , , 1972 1977

Vest 17 b 56 61 80 115 144 179 221 | 61 78
(N=11)

Central 14 33 48 63 78 97 116 144 166 | 63 49
(N=13)

South 15 36 57 79 101 139 167 219 246! 79 72
(N=15) .

East 20 42 60 81 92 114 142 157 166 | 81 38

(N=8)

United States 16 37 55 70 87 116 141 174 200 70 60
(N=47)

Pefﬁentage chaﬁge from p}e¢eding yéar
1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976
Region 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

West 17 20 10 3 11 19 13 14 15

Central 14 16 1 9 9 10 9 12 9
(N=13)

South 15 17 15 14 11 18 11 19 8
20 18 12 13 6 11 13 6 3

United States 16 17 12 10 9 15 11 13 9
(N=047)

Note: Alaska, New Hampshire and Utah are not included because data
were not provided for all years.
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For any one year, no more than four states showed a drop, yet 14
states reported at least one reduction between 1968 and 1977 (Appendix
D-13). Three states twice reduced from the preceding year the appro-
priation to the public sector of higher education. Although these
drops did not indicate a general trend, and were likely caused by
unique problems within each state, at least one of the fiscal years
1972, 1973, 1976, and 1977 represented a real loss in appropriations
for the public sector in 13 of the 14 states. Nevertheless, in every
state except Hawaii, appropriations for the following vear rose above
that of the vear preceding the drop.

Of the 18 times that a reduction in appropriations was
reported, only four occurred in a fiscal year in which state general
revenues were also reported to have dropped (Florida, 1976; Louisiana,
1970; New Jersey, 1976; and Washington, 1972). In Louisiana and New
York, appropriations were reduced in 1973 following an earlier

reduction in revenue. In the main, most of the states in which

appropriation did not coincide with a drop in revenues. Similarly,
a loss in revenues did not appear to affect drastically the appropria-
tions for public higher education in most states (at least not at the
‘level of the generality of these data).

To determine the extent to which inflation of the dollar has
really affected public higher education, the original figures provided
by each state (and upon which Table 10 is based) were adjusted to

"constant dollar" figures, using a higher education price index with
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a base year of 1967 (Halstead, 1977). Table 11 reveals a dramatic

difference in percentage changes when inflation was taken into account.

triple in unadjusted dollars, but rather, were less than twice as
great as they were in 1968. Nevertheless, they increased, even in
constant dollars. In 11 states they more than doubled (Appendix D-14).
Among other things, did that increase represent compensation for
increases in enrollments, or is higher education actually a fatter
cat than it seems to be, and as some. legislative and executive budget
staffs seem to think?

Even with appropriations adjusted for inflation, every state
increased its appropriations to public higher education since 1968
from a low percentage change of 5 in Vermont to a high of 182 percent
in Nebraska. When we look at the percentage change since 1973,
however, 5 states had less purchasing pewer in 1977 than they did
four years earlier, and another 11 changed no more than 12 percent:

Vermont =-10% Illinois % Michigan 2%
New York 5

0
Connecticut =7 New Jersey 0

Maine -6 Florida 1 Georgia 6
Maryland -1 Hawaii 1 West Virginia 7
Wisconsin -1 Massachusetts 1 Pennsylvania 12
Rhode Island 12

If we look at direct appropriations to public colleges and
universities, which may be more reliable data, the lowest third of
the states look somewhat different in their 1977 percentage change

fram 1973:
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Table 11. Percentage Change in Total State Appropriations to Public Higher
Education in Constant Dollars, 1968-1977, by Region

Pgr;gntagé change from fiscal year 1968 to 1968 1973

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 e 1537

Region

wE?t \ 9 23 28 26 33 EL ] 56 67 80 26 35
N=11,

Central 7 16 22 27 32 3% 37 53 58] 27 20
(N=13)

South 8 19 29 4 43 65 70 90 94| 4O 30
(N=15)

East 12 24 31 41 42 48 sh 54 h9{ W 5
(N=8)

United States 9 20 27 33 39 49 gL 66 71 33 23
(N=47)

Percentage change from preceding year

1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976
Region 1969 1970 1971 1972 1373 1974 1975 1376 1977

West 9 12 4 -2 6 1 4 7 8
(N=11)

Central 7 8 b 3 3 3 0 11 3
(N=13)

South 8 10 8 8 6 11 3 11 1
(N=15)

East 12 10 5 7 0 4 4 -0 -2
(N=8)

United States g 10 5 4 4 7 2 8 2
(N=47)

Note: Alaska, New Hamﬁshifé and Utah are not included because data
were not provided for all years.
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% Missouri 6%
South Dakota 7
West Virginia 7

Connecticut =7% Florida
Maine =7 Hawaii
Vermont -7 Illineois

New York -6 New Jersey
Wisconsin -5 Massachusetts
Maryland -2 Michigan

B B et b i

Of the 47 states for which complete data were available, 42
showed a drop in their appropriations to public higﬁe: education when
adjustments for inflation were made for at least one year during the
survey period. Buying power dropped in 30 states for one or two of

the last three fiscal years covered in this report (Appendix Dﬁié)i

Relationship Between Constant Dollar Appropriations and Enrollments

in the Public Sector

the rate of increase in constant dollar appropriations and FTE enroll-

ments was remarkably similar. The rate is shown in Graph 8 along with

in unadjusted dollars, since 1968.

Considerable differences appear among the regions. The
southern states, with the highest rate of growth in enrollment during
the survey period (93%), also had the highest rate of increase in
constant dollars (86%). But until fiscal year 1975, the rate of
increase in constant dollars exceeded that in enrollments. 1In the
central region, where enrollments changed the least, constant dollar
appropriations grew almost twice as fast as enrollments. The =ast
experienced about the same percentage change in enrollments as the

west from 1968 to 1977 (78%), but showed the least amount of change
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Graph 8

Percentage Change in State General Revenue, Appropriations to All Public Higher Education
(Actual Dollars and Constant Dollars), and FTE Enrolliments in Public Higher

Education, 1968-1977, in 43 States

22531 = - - -
210%
General
revenue
200% .
194%
Appropriations
in actual §
175%—
150%—
125%—
[= =]
w3
>,
a
é
= 1003
a
=4
| =
Ficd
= 683
. Appropriations
o f
4 75% in constant $
g Lo 6%
9 .st FTE enrol lment
o 3
a
50%— =
s ¥
-i---gii“-i-
25%]
0% T | T T T T
1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Fiscal years
Note: Alaska, ldaho, Montana, New Hampshire, Texas, Utah, and Wyoming are not included

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

because data were not provided for all years.

N

Iy



43

Table 12. Percentage Change in Total State Appropriations in Constant Dollars
and FTE Enrollment in Public Higher Education, 1968-1977, by Region

Percentage change from fiscal year 1968 to: 1968 1973
Region 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1532 15;7

West (N=8)
Constant $ 9 23 29 26 34 50 57 67 81 26 -35
Enrol Iment 10 20 32 39 43 51 61 70 77 39 23

Central (N=12)
Constant § 8 19 25 29 34 39 4 56 62 29 20
Enrol Iment 10 20 27 31 31 29 37 36 36 31 3

South (M=14)
Constnt § 10 19 32 4 50 65 73 83 86 b 23
Enrol lment 9 17 27 37 42 48 56 92 93 37 35

East (N=8)
Constant § 12 24 31 41 42 L8 54 5h 49 i 5
Enrol Iment 23 4o 52 60 70 77 86 78 52 11

United States
Constant § 10 21 29 34 39 50 g8 64 69 34 21
EnrD%lm%nE 10 20 31 38 42 46 55 66 67 38 17

N=42

[y

Percentage change from preceding year

1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976
1969 1970 1971 1972 1373 197k 13975 1976 1977

Region

West (N=8)
Constant § 9 12 -2
Enrollment 10 9 10 4
Central (N=12)
Constant § 8 10
Enrollment 10 9
South (N=1k)
Constant $ 10 8 10
Enrollment 9 6 :
East (N=8)
Constant $ 12 10 5
Enrollment 12 9 13
United States
Constant S 10 10
Enrol Iment 10 8 9 2 ; : C
(N=42) _ ] — ﬁ,

12 6

4 8
5 6 5 4

3 10 3
1 -0 0

LV

9
b

o
Q0N g O
e e v —
n
Q
o

+= O

b
6

La]
ki
T
L]

b 7
2 3

WU S

0 indicates no change or positive change smaller than 1 percent
=0 indicates negative change smaller than | percent

Note: Alaska, ldaho, Indiana, Montana, New Hampshire, Texas, Utah, and Wyoming
are not included because data were not provided for all years,

53
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(49%) in constant dollars compared to the other three regions. Enroll=
ment growth in the east consistently outpaced constant dollar growth
from 1971 to 1977. The east was the only region with a drop in
enrollments (1977) and a similar drop in constant dollars. The
percentage change in FTE enrollments in public¢ higher education in
each state appears in Appendix D-15. |

Each state has its own unigque pattern of appropriating funds
for higher education,; and the variation among states in the percentage
changes from 1973 to 1977 in enrollments and in direct state appropria-
tions to public institutions is shown in Table 13. Appendix D~16 shows
the percentage changes since 1968 in direct appropriations to public
institutions in unadjusted and constant dollars by type of institution
and by state. Percentage changes since 1968 in FTE enrollments by type
of public institution and by state appear in Appendix D-17.

Even in constant dollars, added funds often bea; little
relationship to added enrollment. In some cases enrollments are up
but dollars down; sometimes the reverse is true. Thirty-four of the
45 states for which data were available had an increase in enrollments
in their public institutions as well as an increase in constant dollar
appropriations. But in only 19 of those 34 states were their constant

dollar appropriations increased at a greater rate than the change in

greater than in their purchasing power appinpriations; in two states
the percentage change was the same. In a “»w states the changes were

in opposite directions: either enrollments in publie institutions
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Table 13. Percentage Change in Direct State Appropriations in Constant
Dollars and FTE Enroliment in Public Higher Education, 1973 to
1977, by Type of Institution and State

‘Advanced  Other
graduate & universities Two-year
Totatl research U. & colleges  colleges

Con- -F1E ____ Con- FTE_ __ TCon- FTE Con- FTE
stant enroil- stant enroll- stant enroll- stant enroll-
States S  ment 0§  ment = $§ @ ment = $ = ment

Alabama Sh 25 35 8 101 50 64 28
Arizona 22 30 22 11 6 17 31 62
Arkansas 52 22 I 7 L7 11 240 208
California 4y 27 35 14 24 5 102 39
Colorado 47 20 69 -0 22 1 27 41
Connectjcut -7 6 =4 3 =11 -0 -6 19
Delaware 27 42 12 7 52 6 65 329
Fiaorida no data no data no data 10 185
Georgia 9 37 3 25 12 33 4o 83
Hawai i ] 8 -8 -8 87 15 39 38
| dahe 26 9 2L 25 6 61 26
I11inois 1 9 =3 -4 11 33 15
indiana 8 10 2 1 10 =2 121 90
lowa 34 -3 28 39 -2 57 =13
Kansas 39 5 38 9 27 -4 146 12
Kentucky 16 20 21 22 12 14 7 36
Louisiana 51 - 69 -8 5 12 51 30
Maine -7 12 not app. =7 12 not app.
Maryland -2 18 =10 -5 2 34 17 39
Massachusetts 2 8 18 18 =14 =2 =2 13
Michigan 2 -9 no data no data 32 =18
Minnesota 12 2 15 6 5 -6 13 12
Mississippi 20 20 21 12 5 12 42 35

A

Missouri 6 =0 -0 =1 14 =14 24 24
Montana 13 9 18 5 3 16 15 4
Nebraska 57 40 89 100 -28 =45 70 111
Nevada L8 34 not app. 24 7 k79 206
New Jersey ] 14 2 -5 L 2 -5 4L
New Mexico 30 9 36 14 0 =24 83 66
New York -6 8 -2 13 =15

N. Carolina Sh 16 49 15 55 ]
North Dakota 39 -0 not app. L4 -
Ohio 21 10 12 1 17

. Ok1ahoma Lo 19 29 12 40

Oregon 27 17 17 -1 34 -4

20 7
60 13

7
8
5 17 14
1 78 Lg
5 107 66
L L3 49
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Table 13 (

[l
[
0

tinued) .

Advanced Other —
graduate & universities Two-year
Total research U. s colleges _ colleges

Con= FTE Con- FITE Con- FTE  Con- FTE
tant enroll- stant enroll- stant enroll= stant enroll-
States_ §$ ment S ment § ment $  ment

Pennsylvania 15 14 3 13 27 3 52 34
Rhode Island 12 47 29 22 1 23 122
S. Carolina 31 32 29 17 48 87 =35 =32
South Dakota 7 0 14 -8 0 not app.
Tennessee 14 18 12 3 15 4o 112
Texas 43  no data 45 34 ] 78 no data
Vermont - 17 -10 =1 25 1 22
Yirginia 28 28 27 34 25 Lo 54
Washington 22 10 22 12 -2 29 18
West Virginia 7 20 3 7 7 54 103
-11 1 -18 19
not app. 86 61

' I
Yot

M
hond
P —
— R W e ad D

Wisconsin =5 3 0
Wyoming L6 26 36

0 indicates no change or positive change smaller than 1 percent
-0 indicates negative change smaller than | percent

Note: Alaska, New Hampshire, and Utah are not included because data were
not provided for all years
dropped and their appropriations in constant dollars increased (5
Statgs), or enrollments increased and they received less from the
state when appropriations were adjusted for inflation. Table 14
shews the number of states that fall into these categories. All-in-
all, the rate of growth of constant dollar appropriations was greater
than enrollments in 26 states, 19 increased their enrollments more
than their appropriations, and the increase in percentage change

was the same in two states.
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In states where adjusted appropriations changed more than
enrollments in a positive direction, for the majority the difference
between the two rates was greater than ten percentage points. In

contrast, where enrollments changed more than dollars, the gap was
more likely to be 10 percent or less. These trends were generally

positive in many states, but we should not ignore the fact that the

FTE figure is composed of about half full-time students, with the

[n]

other half composed of an aggregation of part=time students which in
sheer numbers might be three or four times the number of full-time
students. Such students create costs related to counseling, admission,
and registration that increase with the number of individuals==not
just with full~time-equivalents. This is only one way in which
reporting enrollment growth in terms of "full-time equivalents"
underestimates both the actual numbers enrolled and the growth in
costs of instruction and other services.

Briefly, let us look at the states where drops occurred in
state support, either in actual dollars or constant dollars, and the
enrollment changes that took place during the years of the surveys.
Earlier we saw that of the 18 times (in a total of 14 states) that

there was a drop in actual dollar appropriations for public higher

education, only four coincided with a drop in revenues. In those

same 18 cases only three coincided with a drop in FTE enrollments the
same year (Alabama 1977, Maine 1977, and New Jersey 1976). If we look

at direct appropriations to public institutions, we can add New York's

fiscal year 1977, although it is not included in the 18 cases. 1In

\h—"‘
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Table 14. Relationship of Percentage Changes Between FTE Enroliments and
Constant Dollars Appropriated Directly to Public Higher Educa-
tion, by Type of Institution (reported in number of states)

Relationship of percentage change e - ’*Aa*’”1933;1§77‘$’55
between constant dollar appropri= ;g??' ér;é ,E'Er ygar
= i — - 7 | 5 I - u. 3 =1=3
ations and FTE enrollment  Total Total univ. coll. coll.
States with an increase in both
appropriations and enroliment 40 34 31 26 37
Appropriation greater than
enrollment 25 19 22 14 21
by 1 to 10 percentage points 5 5 5 2 b
by 11 to 20 percentage points 5 7 8 b 5
by more than 20 percentage points 15 7 9 8 12
Enrollment greater than
appropriation 14 13 8 11 15
by 1 to 10 percentage points 3 8 b 4 1
by 11 to 20 percentage points 3 3 1 L 2
by more than 20 percentage points 8 2 3 3 12
Appropriation same as enrollment 1 2 I 1 1
States with an increase in appropri- )
ations and a decrease in enrollment 0 5 4 9 2
States with an increase in enrollment )
and a decrease in appropriations 1 6 b 6 b
States with a decrease in both 7
appropriations and enrollment 0 0 3 3 1
Appropriation greater than
arollment 0 0 1 2 1
Enrollment greater than
appropriation 0 0 I i
Appropriation same as enrollment 0 0 1 0
States with missing data or data .
not applicable 9 5 8 ) 6
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Connecticut, one other drop in appropriations (in 1976) was followed by
a drop in enrollments the next year. Although decreases in enrollments
did occur in other years in most of the 14 states, the drop in actual
dollars and the drop in enrollment were separated by at least two years,
and in some cases by five or six years, so that appropriated amounts
and enrollments appear to have been either unrelated, or at least not
directly related.

Coincidence of lower enrollment with a loss in buying power
of the state appropriations occurred once in 13 states and twice in
two states out of the 35 showing a drop in FTE enrollment at some time
since 1968. That there is a direct effect on enrollments when appro=-
priations are cut, or that reduced enrollments result in reduced
appropriations cannot be supported by these data for states where
reductions occurred. However, since drops in enrollments are a
relatively recent phenomenon, public policy on financing institutions
may not have caught up with the reality.

Nevertheless, as shown in Table 15, a general relationship
between changes in constant dollar appropriations and in FTE enroll-
ment may exist: About two out of three of the lower half of the
states that charnc negatively or very little in their enrollments
from 1973 to 1977 also fell into the lower half of the states ranked
by change in amo 't of direct appropriations to public higher education
(in constant dollars). A similar relationship is seen in the majority

of states ranking in the upper half on these two variables.
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Table 15.

States Ranked by Percentage Change Between FTE Enrollments and

Direct Appropriations to Public Higher Education in Constant

Dollars, 1973 and 1977

Percentage change in FTE enrollments

Low
12 states

High
11 states

Highest
11 states

Percentage change in
direct appropriations
in constant dollars

;awest
11 states

(47% to 25%) (22% to 16%) (14% to 8.5%) (8.4% to -9%)

Highest 11 states 5 4 0
(57% to 39.5%) Alabama Arkansas

California Colorado

Nebraska North Carolina

Nevada Ok lahoma

Wyoming

2

Louisiana
North Dakota

High 11 states b 1 h

(39.5% to 21%) Arizona Oregon Idaho
Delaware New Mexico
South Carolina Ohio
Virginia Washington

Low 12 states 2 k 3

(20% to 6%) Georgia Kentucky Indiana
Rhode lsland Montana

Pennsylvania

Tennessee
West Virginia

Minnes@fa
Missouri
South Dakota

Lowest 11 states 0 2 5
(2% to -7%) Maryland Hawai i
Vermont 11linois
Maine

Massachusetts

New Jersey

L
Connecticut
Michigan
New York
Wisconsin

data were not provided for all years.

64

Note: Alaska, Florida, New Hampshire, Texas and Utah are not included because
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Changes in Portion of Revenue Appropriated Directly to the Three
Public Sectors

The states (with the exceptions of Idaho, Ohio, and New York)
traditionally have given a greater proportion of state revenue to their
research universities than to their state colleges and universities, but
that gap is narrowing. The difference in direct appropriations as a
percent of general revenue between the two types of institutions in 1968
was 10 percent or more in 1l states. By 1977, this was true of only
five states. 1In the 41 states which could provide separate data for
what had been appropriated for state research universities and for other
senior institutions in fiscal years 1968 and 1977, 27 had narrowed the
margin of direct appropriations between the two segments, and the
difference remained the same in another seven. In only seven states
did the difference increase in favor of the state research universities.

Earlier sections of this report showed that the states have
gradually taken on more financial responsibility for community colleges,
although in more than half the states that support represented only 1
percent or 2 percent of state general revenue. While most states
increased their support, even in constant dollars, to higher education
as a whole, and directly to their public institutions, in half the
states a downturn occurred in the percentage of state revenues appro-

priated to higher education. Of the 42 states shown in Table 16,

to all higher education from 1973 to 1977. In only eight states did

the percentage of general revenue increase in all three segments as a

D
P,



Table 16.

Difference in Percent of General Revenue Appropriated Directly to Public

Higher Education, 1973 to 1977, by Change in Percent of Revenue

Appropriated for All Higher Education, by Type of Institution and State

Difference

States by change in the share
of revenue appropriated for all
higher education and by type of
senior institution appearing to

be favored by the state
appropriations

in percent
of general
revernue
appro-

priated to
all higher
education

1973-1977

Appropriations made directly to public
institutions

Percent of general

revenue 1977

Difference in
percent of general
revenue 1973-1977

Adv.
grad.
univ.

Other
u, &
72@]1f

Two=
year
coll

. univ.

Two-
& year

coi}i

Adv. Other
grad. u. §
coll.

ALL HIGHER EDUCATION INCREASED AS
PERCENTAGE OF GENERAL REVENUE

Univ. more than other u. & coll.®
Texas

Louisiana

Colorado

5. Dakota

Nebraska

Mississippi

New York

Other u. & coll. more than uﬂivia
Alabama
Indiana
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Univ. & other u. & coll.
about sameb

North Carolina

Arkansas

Delaware

South Carolina

Virginia
ALL HIGHER EDUCATION REMAINED
ABOUT - THE SAME PERCENTAGE OF
GENERAL REVENUE

Univ. more than other u. & coll.?
Massachusetts

more than univ.?

Other u. & coll.
lowa
about saméb

Univ. & other u. & coll.
Idaho

Qhio

Tennessee

Georgia

Vermont

California
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Table 16 {continued).

Difference Appropriations made directly to public
States by change in the share in percent institutions
gf réevenue éé?rgpfiateq F;ﬁrall of ggneral —— Difference in
higher education and by type of revenue . - o L . L
LT . A ) o Percent of general percent of general
senior institution apperaring to appro= revenue 1977 revenue 1973-1977
be favored by the state priated to ————=ZLL ——l e
appropriations all higher Adv. Other Two- Adv. Other Two-
education grad. u. & year grad. u. & year
_1973-1977 _univ. coll. coll. univ  coll. coll.

ALL HIGHER EDUCATION DECREASED AS
PERCENTAGE OF GENERAL REVENUE

Univ. more than other u. & coll.®
Kentucky =1.
Wisconsin -5,
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Other u. & cell. more than univ.®
0klahoma ~1.
Maryland ~1.
I1linois =1,
Missouri -
Minnesota -1.
Hawaii =2.
Michigan -3.
Oregon -6,
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Univ. & other u. & coll. about sameb
Arizona =1.
Washington =1.
Montana =1.
Connecticut -1,
New Mexico -1.
New Jerseay -1.
Kansas =2.
West Virginia =2.

Ty

y

. . I
BT Al D A KD s
Qy

Ly

el e — m _D—
] ]
~J oo
m ry
1 I
O N O
[v8
[

O D ooWw VT P O
O D Y el

Two segments differ by at least .5 of one percent
bTw@ segments differ by less than 15 of one percent
a decrease, 1973-1977
73-1977

“Greater increase in enrollment or less of

dDr@p in constant dollar appropriation, 19

®Both ¢ and 4

ELess than o~ ercent

Note: Alaska, Florida, Maine, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Utah, and Wyoming
are not included because data were not provided or state universities and
colleges were combined.

Whole percents were rounded from decimals,
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direct appropriation. Of the 21 states in which the total portion of
the general revenue appropriated for higher education decreased, in
only nine states did the percentage of general revenue decrease in
egments. Appendix Table D-18 shows the percentage of

all three

[y

general revenue appropriated directly to public advanced graduate
and research universities, other universities and colleges, and
cormmunity colleges from 1968 to 1977, by statz.

Table 16 shows the states arranged by the nature of the
change in the proportion of general revenue appropriations to all
of higher education from 1973 to 1977 (an increase of at least .5 of
one percent, a change of +.4 of one percent or less, or a decrease
of at least .5 of one percent). The table also shows which of the
two types of senior institutions appears to be favored as determined
by the change in its proportion of the revenue. Decimals are
shown in this table because of the magnitude of dollars--.1 of one
percent of the general revenue taken in by 26 states in fiscal year
1977 represented over $1,000,000.

Excluding the states where an increased share of revenues
went to all three segments, generally the trend in most of the 34
states was a decrease in the proportion of revenue allotted to
research universities (29 states), closely followed by the other
state colleges and universities (26 states).

Within the 16 states where the percentage of revenue appro=
priated to all of higher education increased, 12 states appear to have

favored the research universities rather than the state colleges, or

[} L]
—
-
il

M,
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to have treated them about the same way. In three states the drop in
percentage of general revenue for other state colleges and universities
represented a real drop in constant dellars, at the same time that the
percentage of revenue for the university segment increased. It was
among these states that the percentage of revenue appropriated to other
state agencies also increased, as did appropriations to student aid,

although to a lesser degree.

11

t

['a]
w
(9]

f higher education did not change greatly between 1973 and 1977,
the majority generally maintained the status quo, slightly increasing
the percentage to the community colleges while slightly decreasing the
share tO both the research universities and the other state senior
institutions.

n half of the 18 states where all of higher education

-

received a smaller share of revenues in 1977, all three segments were
affected. 1In all but one of the 18, the percentage dropped in both
the research universities and the other public senior institutions;
the drop in percent was either about the same for the two segments,
or was greater for the research universities than for the state
colleges and other universities. In five states the drop in percent
constituted a real reduction in buying power for one or both types
of senior institutions.

The limitations of these data do not allow any conclusions
to be drawn about comparative gains or losses between the two types

enior institutions since other factors affecting changes in funding

o]
L]
)]
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are not known. Further, differences occur when datz are analyzed

L3

by percentage change rather than by a difference in percent o
general revenue. A simple, but startling illustration is shown in
Table 17. When the relationships between state appropriations made
directly to publiec advanced graduate universities and to other public
universities and colleges are compared using data from Table 13
{percentage change analysis) and Table 16 (change in percent of general
revenue analysis), the sector with the greatest positive percentage
change from 1273 to 1977 also showed the greater increase in percent

of revenue for most states, or less of a negative percent than would

have been expected. But, because these methods use different bases

for computation, the conclusion from one base appears to contradict

the findings from the other. 1In the six states shown in Table 17,

Table 17. Conflict in Source of Data Analyzed: Difference Between
Percent of General Revenue and Percentage Change in Direct
Appropriations to Public Advanced Graduate and Research
Universities and to Other Public Universities and Colleges
in Six Selected States, 1973 and 1977

Appropriations made directly to public institutions

Difference in percent Percentage change in
of general revenue constant dollars
Advanced Other Advanced  OQOther
graduate univ. & graduate univ. &
univ. colleges univ. colleges

States

-.4 22 6
5 -4 =11
-1.2 38 27
1.0 ] -13
6 15 5
5 22 12

Arizona =,
Connecticut -
Kansas =1.
Michigan -2.
Minnesota =1
Washington -

O
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the advanced graduate universities dropped more than the other univer-
sities and colleges in their percentage of general revenue, but the
percentage change for the same two years shows greater increases for
the advanced graduate universities than for the other state colleges
and universities. (The same relationship holds for percentage change

in actual dollars, of course, with positive percents in all six

states.)

The Private Sector

As was seen in Graph 6, from fiscal year 1968 to 1977 the
private sector increased its share of all state appropriations made to
higher education from 3 percent to 5 percent, nationally. All four
geographic regions also showed an increase, as did most of the
individual states (Table 1S)§7 However, just as for the appropriations
to the public sector, the appr!opriatians to the private sector actually
increased, even in the states that dropped in the share to private
education, such as Pennsylvania. From 1973 to 1977, appropriations
to the private sector more than doubled for half of the states listed
in Table 18. In constant dollars, appropriations to the private
sector in fiscal year 1977 were lower than in 1973 in only four states
where the percentage change in buying power in the public sector was

also uncommonly low:

New Jersey =13% Less than +1%
Illinois -3 Less than +1%
Pennsylvania =3 +12%
Vermont -1 =10

n
~d



Table 18. Percentage of Total Appropriations for All Higher Education
Allotted to the Private Sector, 1968-1977, by State

States 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 137 197519761977

Alabdma 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1
California [ 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
Connecticut 1 1 1 3 2 2 3 3 i 3
Delaware 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + +
idaho 0 0 0 t] 0 0 0 + + +
i1linois 3 6 6 7 10 10 10 9 10 10
Indiana 0 3 3
lowa + + 2 3 4 3 I I 5 5
Kansas 1 1 1 i ] 2 3 3 3 3
Kentucky 2 4 3 + + + + + + +
Louisiana 0 0 0 V] 0 0 0 0 + +
Maine 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1
Mary land 1 1 2 2 2 3
Michigan 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3
Minnesota + + + + ] 2 2 3 3 4
Missouri 0 0 0 0 + 2 1 1 1
New Jersey 8 7 7 6 7
New York 6 5 10 11 11 12 13 13 13 15
North Carolina 0 -0 + + + 1 2 2 1 1
North Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 0 + + + +
Ohio 0 0 1 2 4 3 3 L 3 3
Oklahoma 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0
Oregon + + + 1 1 2 2 2 2
Pennsylvania 17 16 16 16 16 16 14 15 14 14
Rhode Island 3 3 3 2 2 ] [ ] ] 1
Texas + + + + 1 2 3 3 3 3
Vermont 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 b 3
Virginia 0 0 0 0 0 + + 1 1 I
Washington 0 0 0 + + + + + + +
West Virginia 0 0 0 0 0 + + 1 ] ]
Wisconsin o 1 1 1 L 1 1

Blank spaces indicate missing data

+ indicates less than .5 percent appropriated

Note: Alaska, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Massachusetts, New Hampshire
South Carolina, Tennessee, and Utah are not shown because data were
not provided for fiscal years 1976 and 1977. Arizona, Colorado,
Hawaii, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, South
Dakota report no dollars appropriated to the private sector for all
years. Wyoming has no private institutjons.

68
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In contrast, in the other four states where buying power dropped in
the public sector, the percentage change in the private sector was
high, except in Wisconsin:

Total private Total public

Connecticut 68% -7%

Maine 131 -6

Maryland 102 =1

Wisconsin 18 -1

The issue of the extent to which the state should finance
the private sector has become a major concern to many leaders in
higher education who value the diversity the private sector provides
our society. Recent publications have discussed current trends in
enrollments, the financing of private education, and the policy
implications for the future (Breneman and Finn, 1978; Carnegie
Council on Policy Studies in-Higher Education, 1977; Education
Commission of the States, 1977.)

To determine the extent that the states appropriate funds
for the private sector is difficult since, in addition to the money

earmarked for specific private or independent institutions,.a. ... .. . _

O
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significant percentage of student aid money is expended in the
nonpublic sector. Specific amounts are not earmarked, however, as
the appropriations for private higher education. Thus, the data
provided here for the private sector are probably comparable year
by year, but may underrepresent the actual state support of private

higher education.
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APPROPRIATIONS BY ENROLLMENTS

Changes in appropriations during the 10 years reported here
can also be evaluated by dividing appropriations by the reported
number of full-time-equivalent (FTE) students. The following data
must be interpreted very carefully and must be regarded only as a
means for looking at state trends. The derived figures cannot be
used as "cost-per-student" figures since they are based on thé state

support higher education.

Enrollments

While enrollments in public elementary and secondary schools
began to taper off after 1973, higher education enrollments, particularly
in the public sector, grew aﬁ a rapid pace, as was seen in Graph 2.
In the 33 states for which private higher education FTE enrollments
were provided, the percentage change from 1968 to 1977 was 8 percent,
not much greater than the 3 percent percentage change in the public

elementary and secondary average daily attendance (ADA) enrollment.

For the same period, the comparable percentage change iﬁ puﬁlic
higher education institutions was 66 percent.

Within the public sector, the community colleges showed the
greatest increase, as seen in Table 19. The percentage change was
far greater from 1968 to 1972 than it was from 1973 to 1977. The
commuaity colleges in the south showed the largest change in enroll-

ments (258%), and the least change was in the central states (98%).

Ay
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Table 19. Percentage Change in FTE Enrollments in Public Higher
Education: Advanced Graduate and Research Universities,
Other Universities and Colleges, and Two-year Colleges

Type eF Percentage ehenge Frem F|eeel year 1568 to 1968 1973
public . I — . 3/:
institution 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 197h 1975 1976 1977 }2372 fg’”

Advanced grad-
uate and re-

search univ. 6 11 17 22 26 28 31 39 39 22 10
Other univ. )

& colleges 1 20 30 36 35 37 4o Lé 45 36 7
Two-year o

col leges 15 33 51 66 73 88 106 136 139 66 38

Pereeﬁtege change Frem preeedlﬁg yeer

Type of - — —
public 1968 1969 1970 1371 1972 1973 IS7Q 1975 1976

institution 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

Advanced grad-
uate and re-

search univ, 6 5 5 3 3 1 2 4 -0
Other univ. 7 7
& colleges 11 7 8 4 -0 1 L 3 -0
e SWOSYBAF . Ll e e o e T e e ot e e
colleges 15 14 13 9 4 8 9 14 2

-0 indicates negative change smaller than | percent

Note missing data: Alaska all years (all sectors), ldaho 1968-1972 (all sectors),
Indiana 1969 (all sectors), Michigan 1968-1973 (advanced graduate universities and
other universities and ee]legee) New Hampshire 1968-1972 (all sectors), Oregon
1968-1972 (advanced graduate universities and other universities and celleges)
South Dakota 1968-1972 (advanced graduate universities and other universities and
colleges), Texas 1976 (two-year colleges), Utah 1976, 1977 (all sectors), and
Wyoming 1968 (advanced graduate universities) and 1968, 1969 (two-year colleges).




The greatest percentage change in enrollments in institutions that
grant at least a baccalaureate degree was among eastern advanced
graduate and research universities (75%), and was considerably greater
than the change for other public universities and colleges in that
area (57%). In the west the opposite was the case; the percentage
change in enrollments inérééééa by only 33 percent in the advanced
graduate universities from 1968 to 1977, but the other public
universities and colleges increased at a greater rate (58%).
See Appendix D~17 for these data by state.

The percentage changes from 1968 to 1972 and from 1973 to
1977 for enrollments in public and private institutions and by type
of institution are shown in Table 20. Df the states shown, only in
Wisconsin was there a loss in enrollments in the public sector from
1968 to 1972, but 16 states reported a drop in some private institu-
tions, primarily in private two-year colleges. However, in the
recent period from 1973 to 1977, more of the states reported that

certain types of public institutions had suffered drops in enrollment.

Only in Iowa and MiSSouri, however, was there an overall drop in~both -~ ===
the public and private sectors. The greatest positive change from

1973 to 1977 for public institutions was in Rhode Island (47%),

Delaware (42%), and Nebraska (40%). In 16 of the 29 states shown,

some types of private institutions lost enrollments. In half of

these states, the downward trend continued from the 1968 to 1972

period in those particular types of institutiong-=primarily the

private two-year colleges. Colorado, Iowa, and New Jersey lost

- )
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Table 20. Percentage Change in FTE Enrollments, 1968 to 1972 and 1973
to 1977, in Public and Private Universities and Colleges in
Selected States, by Type of Institution

1968 to 1972 1973 to 1977

States and type _ - ) ]
Public Private _Public  Private

of institution

Alabama 30 =4 25 16
Advanced & res. univ. 14 NA 8 NA
Other colleges & univ. 36 =3 50 11
Two=year institutions 53 -9 28 58

Arizona 37 72 30 137
Advanced § res, univ, 19 NA 11 NA
Other colleges & univ. 32 72 17 134
Two-year institutions 89 62 150

Arkansas 14 -27 22 6
Advanced & res. univ. 12 NA 7 NA
Other colleges & univ. 14 -27 11 10
Two=year institutions 27 -30 208 -33

Colorado 42 4 20 =21
Advanced & res. univ. o 27 5 -0 =24
Other colleges & univ. : 37 4 n -15
Two=year institutions 121 NA b NA

Connecticut 56 8 3
Advanced & res. univ. 30 7 3 8
Other colleges & univ, 48 11 b
Two=year institutions 119 -28 2

v Delaware. o SRS £ —
Advanced & res. univ. 52 NA 7
Other colleges & univ. 100 160 6
Two-year institutions k25 =46 329 0

Hawaii 66 59 8 -6
Advanced & res. univ. 34 NA -8 NA
Other colleges & univ. 34 15 11
Two-year institutions 168 38 NA

INlinois 52 0 9 13
Advanced & res. univ. 29 ] 4 15
Other colleges & univ. 48 0 11 10
Two-year institutions 95 =4 15 18
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Table 20 (continued)
1968 to 1972 1973 to 1977

__Public  Private Public  Private

States and type
of institution

lowa 18 -5 =3 -28
Advanced & res. univ. 11 5 1 =27
Other colleges & univ. 17 -6 =2 -12
Two-year institutions 34 -13 =13 =72

Kansas 19 -4 5 4
Advanced & res. univ. 19 NA 9 NA
Other colleges & univ. 5 -3 =4 -0
Two=year institutions 56 -16 12 61

Kentucky 39 =4 20 0
Advanced & res. univ. 85 NA 22 NA
Other colleges & univ. 13 -19 14 0
Two=year institutions 77 =53 36 0

Maryland 45 -3 18 -3
Advanced & res. univ. 16 -5 6
Other colleges & univ. 54 34 -8
Two-year institutions 110 39 14

Massachusetts ’ 57 19 8 14
Advanced & res. univ. 70 21 18
Other colleges & univ. 25 21 2
Two-year institutions 113 3 13

Minnesota 24 2 10
Advanced & res. univ. 13 NA 6 NA
Other colleges & univ. 23 -6 9

o TWeRyéar “institutions o oo BB o o e 12— Tl

Missouri 34 -6 -0 -2
Advanced & res. univ. 16 -9 -1 0
Other colleges & univ. Lé -6 =14 =2
Two=-year institutions L8 14 24 =23

Nebraska 26 =14 ko 20
Advanced & res. univ. 15 2 100 20
Other colleges & univ. 30 -21] ~45 20
Two-year institucions 60 0 111

New Jersey 84 th 14 -21
Advanced & res. univ. 32 14 =5 -24
Other colleges & univ. 34 14 2 -13
Two-year institutions 746 8 Ly =47

Sy
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Table 20 (continued)

___ 1968 to 1972 1973 to 1977
_Public Private

States and type
of institution

Public Private

New Mexico 33 3 9 14
Advanced & res. univ. 37 NA 14 NA
Other colleges & univ. 27 3 =24 14
Two-year institutions 29 ~NA 66 NA

New York 56 3 8 13
Advanced & res. univ. 49 = 13 17
Other colleges & univ. 48 8 7 7
Two-year institutions 69 -9 7 56

North Carolina _ 32 4 16 1
Advanced & res. univ, 25 13 15 11
Other colleges & univ. 30 6 18 ]
Two=-year institutions 106 =10 i3 =19

Oklahoma 18 9 19 12
Advanced & res. univ. 8 0 12 ]
Other colleges & univ. 11 8 5 28
Two-year institutions 90 5o 66 -22

Rhode Island ' 38 14 47 53
Advanced & res. univ., 28 12 29 1
Other colleges & univ. 61 15 31 73
Two=year institutions 42 NA 122 NA

South Carolina 4o 8 32 4
Advanced & res. univ. 31 17
Other colleges & univ. L7 6 87 10

... Two=year.institutions.._ . . _ 8l .. 2L . . _~32_ . . _-23__

Tennessee 31 -0 18 7
Advanced & res. univ, 8 62 7 3
Other colleges & univ. 146 12 15 10
Two-year institutions 233 =13 112 =4

Vermont 41 ] 17 10
Advanced & res. univ. 38 13
Other colleges & univ. 50 16 25
Two=year institutions 25 =C 22

0

5

Virginia 60 3 28 b4
Advanced & res. univ. 37 16 3

' 16

3

Other colleges & univ. 43 14 25 1
Two-year institutions 177 -39 Eh -8

¥
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Table 20 (continued).

States and type 1968 to 1972 1973 to 1977
éf !nstftutignhi ) ‘Public Private  Public Private

Washington I 9 10 4
Advanced & res. univ. 18 NA 4 NA
Other colleges & univ. 43 9 -2 L
Two-year institutions 61 NA 18 NA

West Virginia 30 20 -
Advanced & res. univ. 16 NA 25 NA
Other colleges & univ. 31 7 -7
Two=-year institutions 109 103 =11

Wisconsin 23 - 3 10
Advanced & res. univ. 13 =7 g 16
Other colleges & univ. 37 -7 1 5
Two-year institutions =17 16 19 25

Blanks indicate missing data

0 indicates no change or positive change smaller than | percent
-0 indicates negative change smaller than 1 percent
NA means not applicable

Note: States not shown are excluded because data were not provided
or were incomplete.

considerable enrollments in the private sector from 1973 to 1977.

Nevertheless, the rate of increase in FTE enrcllments was greater in

the private than in the public sector in eight states: Arizona,

Tllinois, Massachusetts, Mirnesota, New Mexico, New York, Rhode

Island, and Wisconsin.

Appropriations per FTE Student

From fiscal year 1968 to 1977, the percentage change per FTE
student in state appropriations to all of public higher education
(including state-level agencies and student aid) was 76 percent

(Table 21). Regionally, the greatest change occurred from fiscal year

76




Table 21. Percentage Change in State Appropriations Per FTE Student in
Public Higher Education, 1968-1977, by Region (in unadjusted

dollars)

67

Percentage change from fiscal year 1968 to

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

Region

1968

to

1973

to

| 1372 1377

West 6 16 18 16 53 b4 82

Central 11 17 24 58 78 9k

South 31 L2 73 59 72

East 19 36 38 L9

United States 32 47 56 62 76

16

24

31

23

Ly

43

20

24

33

Percentage change from preceding year

1973 1974 1975 1976
1974

'1963' fg%o 19§{W 1972
1970 1971 1972 1973

8 8

13

12

South 7 8 6 6 8 14 5 -0 7
East 6 7 =1 3 ] I 8 ] 7
United States 6 8 3 b 7 11 5 5 8

-0 indicates negative change smaller than 1 percent
Note data missing: 7
New Hampshire (1973-1977), Texas (1968, 1969, 1977), Utah (1976, 1977),
and Wyoming (1968, 1969).

Alaska (all years), Idaho (1968-1972), Montana (1968),
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Table 22. Percentage Change in State Appropriations Per FTE Student in Public
Higher Education, 1968-1977, by Region (in constant dollars)
Fercentage :hangé Fram Fns;a] year 1968 to 1968 1973
Region 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1972 1977
West -0 2 -2 -8 -6 =0 -2 -1 2 -8 9
Central -1 -2 -3 -2 0 5 | 12 15 -2 15
South 0 2 3 2 5 11 10 -4 -3 2 -3
East 0 0 -6 -7 =11 =12 -12 =17 =16 . =7 -5
United States =0 0 -1 -3 -1 2 =0 -1 0 -3 3
Percentage :hange Fram preaed|ng year
1958 1369 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976
Region 1969 1970 1971 - 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
West -0 2 -4 -6 2 6 -1 ] 3
Central =1 0 -0 0 3 5 =4 10 3
,_S,D;Jéh . e e s . = D. R 1 J— D . O . - 2 - 5 ‘2 57 ] _
East 0 0 -6 -1 -3 -1 -0 =4 1
Uni ted States -0 1 -2 -1 ] 4 -2 0 2

0 indicates no change or positive change smaller than | percent
-0 indicates negative :hange smaller than 1 percent

Idaho (1968-1972),
1977), Utah (1976,

e Montana (1968),
1977),

Alaska (all years),

Note data missing: ]
Texas (1968,1969,

New Hampshire (1973-1977),
and Wyoming (1968, 1969).
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1973 to 1974, except in the eastern states. The central states showed
the largest rate of increase in appropriations per FTE student from
1968 to 1977, and the eastern states the least.

When state appropriations were adjusted with the Halstead
inflation factor and then divided by FTE enrollments in public insti-
tutions, appropriations per student were essentially the same in 1977
as in 1968 (Table 22), although there were variations from year to
year. Again the aggregate obscures individual state changes during
that time. Among the eastern states, appropriations per FTE student
dropped considerably; among the central states, the rate of increase
was of about the same magnitude, but in the opposite direction.

Table 23 shows the percentage change by state.
In most states, the appropriations per FTE student were

greater in the public advanced graduate and research universities than

(Table 24). Among the states for which data were provided, only

student in theirréther uni%eréitieé and csliéées thaﬁ in their
advanced graduate universities in fiscal year 1977. The final column
in Table 24 shows theat@tal_agprcgriatians made to the public sector
in 1977 per total public FTE student. Besides direct appropriations
to public institutions, student financial aid, and other grants and
aid, the total appropriations figure also includes appropriations to
state-level agencies. The total column helps to place in perspective

the figures shown in the other three columns. The unadjusted dollar

~F
w‘
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Table 23. Percentage Change in State Appropriations Per FTE Student in
Public Higher Education, 1968-1977, by State (in constant dollars)

“Percentage change from fiscal year 1968 to _

States 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

3 .- 12 0 15 10
6 8 13 b -5 1
13 21 52 58 52 53
-9 -3 3 2 yoo7

8 -5 18 15 16 17
-3 -6 =11 =14 =22 -19
-7 - o 8 -4 -8
110 -12 -4 -9 2

-15 =15 <16 =19 -2h4 -22

-1 13 <10 -13 -5 -6
-8 -12 -7 -8 14 21

o 9 16 22 35 Lk

, 2 6 -0 4

Alabama =15 -3
Arizona 3 6
Arkansas 3 2
3
]

[gh

California ] ;
Colorado 4 2

[>T |

Connecticut =5 =0
Delaware 0 ]
Hawai i 7 7
I11inois -6 =2
Indjana no data =14

[ — ] —
o hd WM

1
kS~
]

lowa ]
Kansas -1
Kentucky -1
Maine =13 =t
Maryland : -1

5 , 4
, 10 -3 -3 =17 =25
9 6 6 0 -6 -1l
6 -2 -6 2 =0
=5 0 12 -5 16 14
5 10 13 8 22 24
20 21 31 30 24 22
Lo 47 67 80 58 56
-22 ~21 =16 =25 ~-13 -9
18 18 14 4 -1 4
-9 - =2 2 5 16
16 - -25 -22 -29 =27
23 21 44 52 68 77
5 27 L6 37 91 80

5 8 14 17 --16 - 20 -
10 10 13 17 18 31
=26 -27 -27 =32 =27 =25
- 2 b 8 3
13 30 i 54 39 29
-7 23 38 38 48 45
2 3 9 12 10 -1 5
Vermont 2 -6 =11 -16 =23 =25 -~ -29 =36 =4I
Virginia 7 0 2 0 2 -1 =1 =3 0

Washington - -0 -7 -19 =19 =13 =12 ~-15 =9
West Virginia N L | T B 6 2 -5 0
Wisconsin 0 -5 1 15 24 24 19 13 17

]
OO W O P
[
K]
]

Massachusetts =10 -0
Michigan -3 =4
Minnesota -5 =1
Mississippi =1 =5
Nebraska 10 28

Nevada =15 -13
New Jersey -2 -3
New Mexico -6 =5
New York =C -0
North Carolina 10 20

North Dakota 9 8
Ohio 1 5
Oklaheoma -1 2
Oregon = 1€

Pennsylvania 8 8

]
| T WV PR T

]
] _—
B OSd PS WD — B WO N
I
o
]
[x¥]
LWy

|
Lot
1
£+
1
[

South Carolina 0 18
South Dakota -8 -4

]
[ -
P howd WLy

0 indicates no change or positive change smaller than 1 percent

-0 indicates negative change smaller than | percent

Note: States not shown are excluded because data were not provided
or were incomplete.
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Table 24. State Appropriations Per FTE Student in Public Institutions:
Advanced Graduate and Research Universities, Other
Universities and Colleges, Two-year Colleges, and Total,
1977, by State (in unadjusted dollars)

Advanced "~ Total

graduate Other including

& research universities Two-year state
States universities & colleges colleges agencies
Alabama 2738 1615 982 1880
Arizona 2079 1591 606 1385
California 5759 2639 746 1756
Colorado 2133 1273 . 1162 1763
Delaware 2107 3284 1439 1980
Georgia 2943 1452 1137 2862
Hawaii 3547 28]& 1294 ' 2544
Idaho 3774 2487 1165 2849
I1linois 3045 2217 952 2078
Indiana 2576 2077 1377 2440
lowa 3833 2479 1954 3112
Kansas 2953 1921 629 2139
Kentucky 3563 2225 1083 2622
Michigan 3347 936 914 1730
Minnesota 3492 2026 1437 2614
Mississippi 2495 1487 783 1635
Missouri 3040 1890 729 1952
Montana 1708 1696 808 1671
Nebraska 2452 1363 866 1903
Nevada not app. 3080 1748 2674
New Jersey 4893 1658 689 1935
New Mexico 2468 - 2315 - = -B63 - 2246
North Dakota not app. 2107 817 1926
Ohio 2313 1850 1053 1769
Oregon 2053 5534 837 1820
Pennsylvania 2423 2746 1024 2232
Vermont 1423 1066 1489 1343
Virginia 3047 1473 1450 2169
Washington 3402 2358 1281 2124
West Virginia 2887 1777 1015 2096
Wyoming 3211 not app. 845 1928

Note: States not shown are excluded because data were not provided
or were incomplete. ’




Table 25. Percentage Change in State Appropriations Per FTE Student
in Public Institutions: Advanced Graduate and Research
Universities, Other Universities and Colleges, and Two-year
Colleges, 1973 to 1977, by State (in constant dollars)

Percentage change in constant dollars

Advanced graduate  Other
7 and research universities Two-year
States universities and colleges colleges

Alaoama 25 33 29
Arizona 9 -9 -18
California 18 17 45
Colorado 59 -5 -6
Delaware 23 L =61
Georgia =17 =15 ~23
Hawai i -0 62 0
Idaho 14 17 28
I1linois -9 =15 12
lowa 26 43 82
Kentuciy =1 -1 ~20
Maine not applicable -16 not applicable
Minnesota 10 17 5
Mississippi 7 -6 4
Missouri 1 159 104
Montana 10 =10 -18
Nebraska =5 30 -19
Nevada not applicable 22 93
New Jersey 7 =1 -35
New Mexico 20 32 10

North Dakota  not applicable 52 3

ohia i L It

Oregon 14 38 -9
Pennsylvania -9 16 12
Texas 18 32 no data
Vermont =22 =25 =20
Virginia 5 8 -9
Washington 17 17 i0
West Virginia -16 0 =23
Wyoming 35 not applicable 15

0 indicates no change or positive change smaller than | percent

-0 indicates negative change smaller than | percent

Note: States not shown are excluded because data were not
provided or were incomplete,

8D
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figures for each type of public institution from 1968 to 1977 by state
are shown in Appendix D-19, as are the unadjusted totals by state.
When these actual dollar figures are adjusted for inflation,

1977 in appropriations per FTE

iy

rom 1973 t

]

the percentage change

student by type of public institution for the 30 states for which

g

data were available is shown in Table 25. rom this, it is apparent
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

The results of this ten-year review of state appropriations
for higher education show the wide range of differences among the
regions of the nation and among the individual states. From the data,
valid generalizations can be drawn for the nation as a whole, but
exceptional caution must be exercised in relating such conclusions
to a single state or even to a cluster of states.

As the revemue of the states increased in real dollars
during the decade of the survey period, so did their appropriations

ation. The change in increase was greater in the first five

to edu

i

years than it was in the second five. But the rate cf increased
appropriations to education was not as great as the rate of increase

in general revenue, primarily because the rate of growth im appropria-
tions to public elementary and secondary schools was considerably
below that of higher education. Nevertheless, even in fiscal year
1977, two-thirds of the dollars appropriated to education as a whole
went to the public elementary and secondarv schools. ¥hile four out
five states appropriated half or more of their revenue to education

in 1968, by 1977 only three out of five allocated such a large portion

of their revenues to education.



The share of education appropriations received by institu-
tions of higher education has grown considerably, with th: greatest
rate of growth occurring in the private sector. But its share is
still small, about one-twentieth of the total to higher education,
although a few states support private education in greater preoportions.
Appropriations for student aid in all of higher education has also
increased considerably from 1968 to 1977.

Prom 1968 to 1972, the rate of increase in general revenue
was slower than that of appropriations to public higher education; this
reversed in 1973, after which revenuss increased at a faster pace than
these appropriations.

The division of the share within the public sector has shifted
toward a larger percentage appropriated directly to the community
colleges, and a smaller percentage appropriated to the advanced graduate
over half the appropriations made directly to all public universities

and colleges.

£ the

)

While higher education has increased its share
education appropriations, its share of state general revenue dropped
slightly. This reduction generally reflects greater support of other
state services because appropriations to higher education nevertheless
increased even in constant dollars.

Overall, in the ggzi@& covered by this :tudy, state govern-

enrollment, although the percentage change was small. However, it

0
i

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

should be noted that additional costs in admissions, counseling,
accounting, facilities, and maintenance do accrue in institutions
enrolling large numbers of part-time students who make up the FTE.

When appropriations to public higher education were adjusted
for inflation, and the rate of change from fiscal year 1968 to 1977 was
compared to the change in FTE enrollments, the trends were remarkably
similar for the states in the aggregate, but varied considerably for
the individual states. State support of public higher education, when
adjusted for both inflation and enrollment, had increased in two out of
three states, but usually not at the same pace. In some public
sectors, the changes in support offered by the individual state over
the years ranged from outright decreases to large increases per FTE.
Some states increased funding in an attempt to make up past deficien-
cies in providing egqual opportunity in access, array of programs, and
institutions. Other states seemed to have concluded that they had
reached the zenith of their support for higher education and shifted
to other state services the dollar attention that had been focussed on
higher education in the '€0s.

We can expect some changes in these trends in the future;
public support of higher education is certain not to increase as
rapidly as it has in the past, if it increases at all when inflation
is taken into account. Future enrollments cannot be anticipated with
certainty, but they surely will eventually, if not immediately,
reflect the drop in the absolute numbers of students currently

attending elementary and secondary schools. And other critical
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changes can be predicted: While enrollment patterns will ungquestion-
ably be affected by changes in demography, they also will be
responsive to the powerful influence of social motivational forces

as these are manifested through the expressed interests of persons
with present and future involvements in higher education, such as

legislators, administrators, faculty, the population-at-large.

to the taxpayer revolt of the late 1970s, with inevitable consequences,
both direct and indirect, for the distribution of support for education
at all levels.

A chart published by the Education Commission of the States
(1878), and provided by Steven Rabin of the Coalition of the American
Public Employees, shows that all but five states have made some effort
to limit their taxes and/or égénding during the '70s. As of October
1978, 12 states had passed such reforms, and most of the rest are in

Past trends have already shown a slowing down of the grewth
rate, but the rate still represents increases,; even in constant
dollars, for higher education. However, if revenues are limited or
reduced the implications for education are obvious. Like other
agencies supported by the state either in part or in whole, higher
education institutions will be affected, but how greatly and how
quickly will probably vary by institution and by state. Even within
a state, changes may be masked when appropriations are loocked at in

the aggregate or when changes are merely compared from one year to

~1
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the next. Some institutions in some states have already had to

reduce their plans for expenditures because of legislative changes

in their budgets. But although there may be, or indeed will be,
shifts in state support, it is impossible to imagine that our legisla-
tors and their constituents will not continue to place great value on
public support of our educational system. Moreover, we believe that
support levels will permit the survival of the differentiation in
function of the various segments of higher education--if not in their
current configuration, at least with the diversity so necessary in

a heterogeneocus society.

By}
r,
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Alabama: Commission on Higher Education

John F. Pcfter, Executive Director James R. Kidder (1975)
Susan C. Mason

Arizona: State Board of Regents

Lawrence E. Woodall, Executive Coordinator
Robert A. Lewis

Arkansas: Department of Higher Education

M. 0Olin Coock, Executive Director
Robert E. MeCormack

California: State Department of Finance

Edwin W. Beach, Assistant Director Richard L. Cutting (1975)

Charles E. Gocke Roger Peake (1975)

Jim Wilson Robert L. La Liberte (1973)

Jeff Rohde

Fred Class

Colorado: Commission on Higher Education

Jerome F. Wartgow, Acting Executive Frank C. Abbott, Exec. Dir.
Director (1975)

Jack D. Armstrong Gwen S. Thornton (1975)

Lindsay B. Baldner (1975)

Connecticut: Board of Higher Education
Samuel B. Gould, Chancellor Pro Tem. Louls Rabineau, Chancellor

George E. Steinmetz (1975)
W. Robert Bokelman (1973)

Delawar Postsecondary Education Commission

jéﬁn F. “orrozi, Executive Dlrectar ' Donald F. Crossan, Vice
President, University of
Delaware, (1975, 1973)

Luna I. Mishoe, President
Delaware State College (1975)
Walter Speakman (1975)

Florida: State University System of Florida

E. T. York, Jr., Chancellor Robert B. Mautz (1975)
~ Carol J. Walters pavid C. McOuat (1975)
Jo Jackson C. J. Carter (1973)

Georgann Lewis
Carl W. Blackwell, Asst. State Budget
Director, Division of the Budget

Georgia: Regents of the University System

George L. Simpson, Jr., Chancellor Shealy E. McCoy (1975, 1€

William R. Walton
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Hawaii: University of Hawaii

Dr. Fujla Matsuda, President
Kenneth H. Ohta
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Idaho: State Board of Education
Milton Small, Executlva Director for
Higner Education

Stephen W. igta

Illinois: 3oard of nghér Edu;atlan
James M. Eurmaﬁ,
Jamaes E. Elsass

Ind;ana.

Aims (1975)
Sorenson (1273)

Camm;551§n for ngher Educat;gn

Van P. Smith, Actlng Commissioner
David L. McKinney
Bill Morling

lowa: Board of Regents
R. Wayne Richey, Executive Secretary
Wallace C. Caldwell

Board of Regents
Jahﬂ J Céﬁafd Executive Officer
Fhilip E. Arnold

Kentuckv-

Gibb (1975)
Ruby (1975, 1973)

Richard
Mary 2.

Max Bickford, Executive
Officer (1975)

Council on Public Higher Education

Harry M. Snyder,
Thomas G. Braun
Bob Willis

Don Mueller

Executive Director

Louisiana: State Board of Regents

A. D. Albright, Exec. Dir.
(1975)

Carson E. Smith (1975)

David Carter (1975)

William Arceneaux, Commissioner of Higher Education

James R. Patin
Jimmie Wax
Mike Galloway
Maine: University of Maine
Patrick E. McCarthy, Chancellor
William L. Gilfillan

Maryland: _

Sheldon H. Knarr, Camm;sslaner
Lucie Lapovsky

Hassaéhusett

Donald R. Mc';eil, Chancellor
(1975)
David I. Carter (1973)

Walter R. Lewis (1975)
Wesley N. Dorn (1974)

Board of Higher Education

Leroy Keith, Chancellar
Susan Horowitz
Ramona Hildencamp

Department of Edu’ orn

Michigan: 1
Robert L. Huxal Associate
Sugér;ntendeng, Bureau of Higher

Education

Patrick Mo Carthy, Chancelloer
(1975)

William J. Bestimt (1975)

Joseph A. DiCieco (1973)

James Hatcher (1973)
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Michigan (Cant;nuea)
Weston H. Agor, Consultant, Higher
Education Management Services

F ed Whims, Dept. of Management & Budget

im Guilder
Minnesota: Higher Education Coordinating Board
Clyde Ingle, Executive Director Richard Hawk, Executive
K. Scott Foster Director (1975)

Robert Rustad

Mississippi: Board of Trustees of sState Institutions of Higher Laa:n;ﬂg

. E. Thrash, Executive Secretary Tom Pritchard (1975)

and Director
Charlie Q. Coffman

{1

Missouri: Department of Higher Education

J. Bruce Robertson, Commissioner  Jack L. Cross, Cormissioner
Charles O'Halloran {1975)

Robert G. Silvey Don Lindenbusch (1975)

T. Michael Elliott

Loretta Elliott

Montana: Board of Regents of Higher Education
Lawrence K. Pettit, Commissioner

John H. Noble, Jr.

Nebraska: Coordinating Commission for Postsecondary Education

William S. Fuller, Executive Director Carolyn Lee (1975)
Carol Schmidt (1975)

John Oberg, Executive Budget Office Bruce Beecher (1973)

Jean Larsen

Nevada: University of Nevada System

Neil D. Humphrey, Chancellor Dale Pellman (1975)
Douglas Mathewson . Virginia Kersey (1975)
Mary Lou Moser K. Donald Jessup (1975, 1873)

New Hampshire: University of New Hampshire
Elizabeth H. Nolte (1973)

ew Jersey: Board of Higher Education

Ralph A. Dungan, Chancellor Barry Cohen (1975)

Anne Ott Herbert J. Horowitz (1973)

New Mexico: Board of Educational Finance

Robert A. Huff Executive Secretary William R. McConnell,

Donald s. Stuart Executive Secretary (1975)

New York: Board of Regents

T. Edward Hollander, Deputy William S. Fuller (1974)
Commissioner

Philip D. Danaher
Theodora M. Thayer
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North Carolina University of North Carolina

William C. Friday, President Allen J. Barwick (1975, 1973)
John D. Wilsen

Hugh Buchanan

North Dakota: Board of Higher Education

Kenneth E. Raschke, Commissioner

Floyd B. Case

Ohio: Beoard of Regents

James A. Norton, Chancellor

Duane R. Rogers

Oklahoma: State Regents for Higher Education

E. T. Dunlap, Chancellor John E. Cleek (1975)
Edward J. Coyle Gerald F. Williams (1973)

Oregon: Educational Coordinating Commissi
T. K. Olson, Executive Director Clement Lausberg (1975)
Robert E. Stevens

I‘U‘

ennsylvania: State Department of Education
Jahn C. Pittenger, Secretary of Charles P. McIntosh (1974)
Education

James Stevenson

Rhode Island: Board of Regents for Education

Thomas C. Schmidt, Commissioner of Fred G. Burke, Commissioner of
Education . Education (1275)

Peter Woodherry Clyde R. Ingle (1975, 1973)

Jonathan Eiseman James Arenburgh (1975)

South Carolina: Commission on Higher Education
Howard R. Boozer, Executive Director William C. Jennings (1975)

Charles A. Brooks, Jr.

South Dakota: Board of Régénts

Richard L. Bowen, Commissioner of Robert H. DeZonia, Commissioner
Higher Education of Higher Education (1975)
Roger L. Kezak Lowell Crary (1976)

R. Lee Ginsbach (19276)
Mary Myers Johnson (1975)

Tennessee: Higher Education Commission

G. Wayne Brown, Executive Director John K. Folger, Executive
James Spillman Director (1975)

John Hastie Jack Blanton (1975, 1973)
Teanih Cé@fﬂLnatlng Board, Texas Callage and University | System
Kenneth H. Ashworth, Commissioner

Will;am A. Webb
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Utah: University of Utah
W. Ralph Harday G. Homer Durham, State Board
of Higher Education (1975)
W. Ralph Hardy, Board of
Regents (1975)
Myron R. Holbert, Utah System
of Higher Education (1973)

Vermont: Vermont State Colleges
pavid McGreggor, Chancellor William Craig (1974)

pavid M. Otis, Executive Director, Higher
Education Planning Commission
Virginia: State Council of Higher Education
Gordon K. Davies, Director ~ Daniel E. Marvin, Jr., Director
Robert P. Schultze (1975)
Jeffrey S. Cribbs (1975, 1973)

Washington: Council for Postsecondary Education

Patrick M. Callan, Executive " James M. Furman, Executive
Coordinator Coordinator (1975)

Michael L. Bigelow Carl C. Donovan (1973)

West Virginia: Board of Regents
Ben L. Morton, Chancellor Arthur P. Foley (1975, 1973)
James J. Schnejder

Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin

Edwin Young, President John C. Weaver, President (1975)
John E. Proctor

Wyoming: Higher Education Council

Fred P. Black Jr., Executive Beverly Hacker (1975)
Secretary

In addition, our special thanks to Patsy Fosler, our
programmer for all surveys, Harriet Renaud, who edited this report,

and Melissa Feldman for typing the final version of the manuscript.
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Appendix B
Issues and Problems in Requesting Information
and Using the Data
Three major problem areas emerged as we collected and
analyzed the state data provided for this report:

1. The survey form itself: its categories
and their definitions

2. The respondents to the surveys and the
data available to them

("]
»

The analyses of the data: technical

problems in computer analysis and in
interpretation of the analyses

All three areas have implications for the use of such data by the
staff in state higher education agencies, legislators, and college
and university administrators. The purpose of this appendix is to
explain in part the limitations of the reported data, to advocate
caution in their use (especially when used out of context, even

though we recognize their potential value to the reader), and tc

suggest possible improvements for gathering these kinds of data.

THE SURVEY FORM

Some variations in reporting appropriations data concern the
time element: dates of fiscal years, biennial rather than annual appro=
priations, and the time of the year when datg are reported. Fiscal
years were designated on the form as beginning July 1 and ending June
30. However, in a few states the fiscal year kegins September 1 or

October 1. These differences were assumed to be insignificant.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

The role of visuali- <5 a learning aid is undeniable;
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studies over the past few years have conclusively establish
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that. What is still interesting researc
visual materia’ is absorbed, the ways in which visuals should
be used, and how they should be designed, developed and pre-
sented, and research already shows that their usefulness
notwithstanding, they should be used intelligently with a
realistic appraisal of their uses. Clearly they are not

endlessly applicable, nor is one type of visual useful in

The variables are many. The subject matter influences
the kinds of visuals used: geography, for example, is likely
to use a large number of maps and graphs. Similarly the
behavioural objective will have an effect: whether it 1is

factual or visual information which needs to be understood,
explained or rehearsed, and what needs to be recalled from
the experience - concepts or facts.

The students themselves influence not only what is
likely to be recalled but what form the visuals should

take. Children, for example, learn differently from adults
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who, because of their greater experience and knowledge,

learn concepts with the pictures. Mental ability has been

]

examined in its bearings on learni-g from visuals, and it
appears that high IQs learn readily from either the visual
or verbal approach. Lower IQs achieve better from visual
aids than they do from verbally emphasized work as long as
those aids are keved to the level of the students. Indeed,
visuals, in these circumstances, can act as excellent moti-
vational devices.

Motivation is another

srariable in the effectiveness of
visual education, as it is in most educational circles.
Students learn any content matter much better when they are
interested in what is before them. For this, visuals can
be both a cause and an effect. Visual materials play an
important role in raising motivation and interest, and the
information they contain is better transmitted when motiva-
tion and interest are high. This situation is achieved,
too, when the visuals are part of a programme which is seen
by the students to be valid and attuned to their needs, a
factor especially true of adults, and when the visuals are
well incorporated with the material being taught.

Cultural factors may affect what students interpret as
important and what thev see as worthwhile learning techniques.
In addition, such factors will influence what they absorb
from a visual. Objects and concepts which are not in their

own culture or which that culture underemphasizes may be
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misinterpreted, or, indeed, not noticed at all in visual
materials. Visuals can be very effective in this context in
realigning cultural acceptance patterns.

The way in which the illustrations are presented is

yet another variable. Are they to be in a programme paced

"‘-@

by the teacher or one where the students work at a more
leisurely or self-controlled pace? Whichever is chosen,
the matter of exposure time becomes increasingly important,
as numerous studies have shown. A system such as charts
allows the students to refer to the visual at any time they

need. So, too, do textbook and workbook illustrations.

Slides and transparencies may have much the same advantage

if the students are given enough viewing time. Films, tele-
vision and the like are excellent for the presentation of
concepts involving movement, but frame time is externally

dictated, and the speed at which viualized information passes

before students may become a cause of interference.

Interference must be kept in mind when considering what

form the visuals will take, and here one should give atten-

tion to the ideas of design and realism. All visuals should

be clear to all students which means that their size, clarity,

spacing and color are all important. It sounds unnecessary

to say that a picture in education should not be too small

and should not be too large. If it is too small, many
details will be indecipherable and hence confusing; if it

is too big, a sense of unity will be sacrificed as students,

12
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in tryving to scan the whole picture, will tead to have their
attention taken by a small section. Spacing is part of

this concern as well. When parts of the visual are spaced

el the scanning eyve moves smoothly and logically £from

\I""‘

one to another.

The matter of complexity or simplicity is a feature
which is in the context of interference. As was noted in
Chapter II the realism continuum does not reflect the "learn-

ing continuum" and increasing detail tends, instead, to

decrease the teaching potential of the visual. However,
this remains an inconstant feature. Dwyer found in his
study that realistic, colored photographs were useful in

certain proscribed areas of a lesson on the part of the
heart. All the same, on the whole, studies suggest that
less complex illustrations are more readily understood and
better for the transfer of information.

In the context of realism should be considered the
matter of color. Again it is hard to be definite in any con-
clusions for sometimes it is true that black and white
illustrations can be extremely effective - the contrast 1is
strong. On the other hand, color can be important for
clarification, for attention-getting, for visibility con-
siderations, for the interpretation of relationships and
for the subtle transmission of attitudes. Children tend
to react to color, especially strong color, more definitely

than adults who are accustomed to the symbolism of black
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and white and the ideas it treasmits, but all people can
absorb a great deal from color. Wise use of color can add
to the learning experience; undisciplined use adds nothing
and can become an overload, resulting in a decrease of
understanding.

Using the visuals requires cueinyg methodology. Adults
in particular need to feel in touch with the work being pre-
sented and prefer to be told of the learning objectives in
front of them. This has the advantage of focusing their
attention and receptive concentration. Questions have a
similar effect, written or oral, and are also vital for
follow-up recall. Printed material, such as arrows, may
continue this role. This rehearsal is important to the
retention of learned material. All of these gambits, includ-

£ color in an otherwise black and white illus-

]

ing patches
tration, are further variables.

What this points to is that there is no single approach
to visuals, and that there are no hard and fast rules for
theilr use. The variables are vitally concerned in what
is right for one situation and what is right for another;
in order to adapt a visual for another use it may be neces-
sary to change only one or two of these aspects. Educa-
tional effectiveness is dependent upon small things and
cannot be made constant.

The variables do not change the fact that visuals are

useful but they do mean that commercially made products can
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seldom £it this £fluctuating mould. They cannot take into

o]

account the varying needs of students in different learning
environments, The whole idea of visuals is that they
should respond to just those environments and the needs
assessed on an indi%idual basis, that they should deal with
learning problems and learning situations which may be

unique to an age group, a subject, a cultural attitude or a

teaching form. Here lies the great strength of the

~eacher-made visual aid. No matter what the artist.

-

ills of the teacher, it 1s he or she alone who reccg-

i

[y]
s
-t

izes and understands the variables. Only the teacher can

o

produce visual materials which are that immediate response
to the situation, and only those are effective teaching
aids.

The teacher, then, should not be daunted by the artis-
tic requirements. Experience teaches a lot of ways to
deal with these needs, and furthermore brings more ideas.

d to turn to another person to translate

W

There is n -
ideas, for this introduces the potential interference of a
third party and his/her interpretations. Necessity is

the mother of invention, and it is that which makes teacher-

made visual aids a continually vital part of the ESL

classroom.
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Sample Passage for Listening

Comprehension with Visual

SIMPLE

) This woman is tired. She has been shopping

(

o

most nf the dav. She is wearinag a brown coat and
on her head she has an orange hat. She 1is carrying
two bags.

(b) This girl has been at school but now she is

going home with her mother. She is wearing blue

ol

*

jeans, a blue hat and a red sweater.

SLIGHTLY HARDER

(2) Mark Booth's waiting for the bus and he's been
waiting guite a while. He's cold so he's put his
hands in his pockets to keep them warm. He's wear-
ing dark jeans and a yellow jacket, as wéll as a
blue hat.

(b) Jane Stevens is talking to a friend of hers.
She's going home from school. She's got on a blue

coat and red boots and she's a blonde.
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/2&/ Goodness, zren't these buses slow. If it

t come soon, I think I'll drop. I'm so tired.
/B/ I thought you looked rather weary. What 've
you been doing? Shopping?

/A7 Yes, I thought I'd get a few things I needed.

But a few things always turns into a lot more

fe]

What have you been doing?

h;, I had to tazke my daughter to the dentist so

/
7

s
Pyl
[

I picked her up from school. When I left the house
this morning it was really gquite cold so I put on
this quilted coat and my fur hat. Now I'm so hot!
I'll be glad to get home and shed everything.

/A7 Ah, I'm just looking forward to getting rid of

parcels, hat, coat and shoes and putting my feet up.
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APPEN
POSSIBLE SCRIPT FOR ORDER! ORDER!

It was spring. The tree was in bud and flowers

were beginning to appear. within a few weeks, the tree

i
4

was a mass of blossom in pink and red. As the weeks

i
it

passed, spring faded into summer. The blooms on the tree

gave way to leaves. The days grew warmer and the tree

provided shade for people walking in the park and for the

children who played under it with their toys in the long

days.
Th

T

Gradually these long days began to shorten.

o}

o
)
T
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H
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gold.

green leaves began their change to red anc
many more weeks had passed the snow had arrived once more.

Winter had returned.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

The role of visuali- <5 a learning aid is undeniable;

d
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studies over the past few years have conclusively establish
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that. What is still interesting researc
visual materia’ is absorbed, the ways in which visuals should
be used, and how they should be designed, developed and pre-
sented, and research already shows that their usefulness
notwithstanding, they should be used intelligently with a
realistic appraisal of their uses. Clearly they are not

endlessly applicable, nor is one type of visual useful in

The variables are many. The subject matter influences
the kinds of visuals used: geography, for example, is likely
to use a large number of maps and graphs. Similarly the
behavioural objective will have an effect: whether it 1is
factual or visual information which needs to be understood,
explained or rehearsed, and what needs to be recalled from
the experience - concepts or facts.

The students themselves influence not only what is
likely to be recalled but what form the visuals should

take. Children, for example, learn differently from adults
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who, because of their greater experience and knowledge,
learn concepts with the pictures. Mental ability has been
examined in its bearings on learni-g from visuals, and it
appears that high IQs learn readily from either the visual
or verbal approach. Lower IQs achieve better from visual
aids than they do from verbally emphasized work as long as
those aids are keyved to the level of the students. Indeed,
visuals, in these circumstances, can act as excellent moti-
vational devices.

Motivation i1s another

sariable in the effectiveness of

visual education, as it is in most educational circles.
Students learn any content matter much better when they are
interested in what is before them. For this, visuals can
be both a cause and an effect. Visual materials play an
important role in raising motivation and interest, and the
information they contain is better transmitted when motiva-
tion and interest are high. This situation is achilieved,
too, when the visuals are part of a programme which is seen
by the students to be valid and attuned to their needs, a
factor especially true of adults, and when the visuals are
well incorporated with the material being taught.

Cultural factors may affect what students interpret as
important and what thev see as worthwhile learning techniques.
In addition, such factors will influence what they absorb
from a visual. Objects and concepts which are not in their

own culture or which that culture underemphasizes may be
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misinterpreted, or, indeed, not noticed at all in visual
materials. Visuals can be very effective in this context in
realigning cultural acceptance patterns.

The way in which the illustrations are presented is

yet another variable. Are they to be in a programme paced

"‘-@

by the teacher or one where the students work at a more
leisurely or self-controlled pace? Whichever is chosen,
the matter of exposure time becomes increasingly important,
as numerous studies have shown. A system such as charts

the students to refer to the visual at any time they

al

b
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need. g too, do textbook and workbook illustrations.
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lides and transparencies may have much the same advantage

he students are given enough viewing time. Films, tele-
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vision and the like are excellent for the presentation of
concepts involving movement, but frame time is externally
dictated, and the speed at which viualized information passes

before students may become a cause of interference.

Interference must be kept in mind when considering what
form the visuals will take, and here one should give atten-
tion to the ideas of design and realism. All visuals should
be clear to all students which means that their size, clarity,

spacing and color are all important. It sounds unnecessary
to say that a picture in education should not be too small
and should not be too large. If it is too small, many
details will be indecipherable and hence confusing; if it

is too big, a sense of unity will be sacrificed as students,
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in tryving to scan the whole picture, will tead to have their
attention taken by a small section. Spacing is part of

this concern as well. When parts of the visual are spaced

el the scanning eyve moves smoothly and logically £from

\I""‘

one to another.

The matter of complexity or simplicity is a feature
which is in the context of interference. As was noted in
Chapter II the realism continuum does not reflect the "learn-

ing continuum" and increasing detail tends, instead, to

decrease the teaching potential of the visual. However,
this remains an inconstant feature. Dwyer found in his
study that realistic, colored photographs were useful in

certain proscribed areas of a lesson on the part of the
heart. All the same, on the whole, studies suggest that
less complex illustrations are more readily understood and
better for the transfer of information.

In the context of realism should be considered the
matter of color. Again it is hard to be definite in any con-
clusions for sometimes it is true that black and white
illustrations can be extremely effective - the contrast 1is
strong. On the other hand, color can be important for
clarification, for attention-getting, for visibility con-
siderations, for the interpretation of relationships and
for the subtle transmission of attitudes. Children tend
to react to color, especially strong color, more definitely

than adults who are accustomed to the symbolism of black
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and white and the ideas it treasmits, but all people can
absorb a great deal from color. Wise use of color can add
to the learning experience; undisciplined use adds nothing
and can become an overload, resulting in a decrease of
understanding.

Using the visuals requires cueinyg methodology. Adults
in particular need to feel in touch with the work being pre-
sented and prefer to be told of the learning objectives in
front of them. This has the advantage of focusing their
attention and receptive concentration. Questions have a
similar effect, written or oral, and are also vital for
follow-up recall. Printed material, such as arrows, may
continue this role. This rehearsal is important to the
retention of learned material. All of these gambits, includ-

£ color in an otherwise black and white illus-

]

ing patches
tration, are further variables.

What this points to is that there is no single approach
to visuals, and that there are no hard and fast rules for
theilr use. The variables are vitally concerned in what
is right for one situation and what is right for another;
in order to adapt a visual for another use it may be neces-
sary to change only one or two of these aspects. Educa-
tional effectiveness is dependent upon small things and
cannot be made constant.

The variables do not change the fact that visuals are

useful but they do mean that commercially made products can
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seldom £it this £luctuating mould. They cannot take into

o]

account the varying needs of students in different learning
environments, The whole idea of visuals is that they
should respond to just those environments and the needs
assessed on an indi%idual basis, that they should deal with
learning problems and learning situations which may be

unique to an age group, a subject, a cultural attitude or a

teaching form. Here lies the great strength of the

~eacher-made visual aid. No matter what the artist.

-

ills of the teacher, it 1s he or she alone who reccg-

i

[y]
s
-t

izes and understands the variables. Only the teacher can

o

produce visual materials which are that immediate response
to the situation, and only those are effective teaching
aids.

The teacher, then, should not be daunted by the artis-
tic requirements. Experience teaches a lot of ways to
deal with these needs, and furthermore brings more ideas.

d to turn to another person to translate

W

There is n -
ideas, for this introduces the potential interference of a
third party and his/her interpretations. Necessity is

the mother of invention, and it is that which makes teacher-

made visual aids a continually vital part of the ESL

classroom.
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Sample Passage for Listening

Comprehension with Visual

SIMPLE

) This woman is tired. She has been shopping

(

o

most nf the dav. She is wearinag a brown coat and
on her head she has an orange hat. She 1is carrying
two bags.

(b) This girl has been at school but now she is

going home with her mother. She is wearing blue

ol

*

jeans, a blue hat and a red sweater.

SLIGHTLY HARDER

(2) Mark Booth's waiting for the bus and he's been
waiting guite a while. He's cold so he's put his
hands in his pockets to keep them warm. He's wear-
ing dark jeans and a yellow jacket, as wéll as a
blue hat.

(b) Jane Stevens is talking to a friend of hers.
She's going home from school. She's got on a blue

coat and red boots and she's a blonde.
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/2&/ Goodness, zren't these buses slow. If it

t come soon, I think I'll drop. I'm so tired.
/B/ I thought you looked rather weary. What 've
you been doing? Shopping?

/A7 Yes, I thought I'd get a few things I needed.

But a few things always turns into a lot more

fe]

What have you been doing?

h;, I had to tazke my daughter to the dentist so

/
7

s
Pyl
[

I picked her up from school. When I left the house
this morning it was really gquite cold so I put on
this quilted coat and my fur hat. Now I'm so hot!
I'll be glad to get home and shed everything.

/A7 Ah, I'm just looking forward to getting rid of

parcels, hat, coat and shoes and putting my feet up.
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APPEN
POSSIBLE SCRIPT FOR ORDER! ORDER!

It was spring. The tree was in bud and flowers

were beginning to appear. within a few weeks, the tree

i
4

was a mass of blossom in pink and red. As the weeks

i
it

passed, spring faded into summer. The blooms on the tree

gave way to leaves. The days grew warmer and the tree

provided shade for people walking in the park and for the

children who played under it with their toys in the long

days.
Th

T

Gradually these long days began to shorten.

o}

o
)
T
-t
O
H
i

gold.

green leaves began their change to red anc
many more weeks had passed the snow had arrived once more.

Winter had returned.
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that. What is still interesting researc
visual materia’ is absorbed, the ways in which visuals should
be used, and how they should be designed, developed and pre-
sented, and research already shows that their usefulness
notwithstanding, they should be used intelligently with a
realistic appraisal of their uses. Clearly they are not

endlessly applicable, nor is one type of visual useful in

The variables are many. The subject matter influences
the kinds of visuals used: geography, for example, is likely
to use a large number of maps and graphs. Similarly the
behavioural objective will have an effect: whether it 1is
factual or visual information which needs to be understood,
explained or rehearsed, and what needs to be recalled from
the experience - concepts or facts.

The students themselves influence not only what is
likely to be recalled but what form the visuals should

take. Children, for example, learn differently from adults

123



111
who, because of their greater experience and knowledge,
learn concepts with the pictures. Mental ability has been
examined in its bearings on learni-g from visuals, and it
appears that high IQs learn readily from either the visual
or verbal approach. Lower IQs achieve better from visual
aids than they do from verbally emphasized work as long as
those aids are keyved to the level of the students. Indeed,
visuals, in these circumstances, can act as excellent moti-
vational devices.

Motivation i1s another

sariable in the effectiveness of

visual education, as it is in most educational circles.
Students learn any content matter much better when they are
interested in what is before them. For this, visuals can
be both a cause and an effect. Visual materials play an
important role in raising motivation and interest, and the
information they contain is better transmitted when motiva-
tion and interest are high. This situation is achilieved,
too, when the visuals are part of a programme which is seen
by the students to be valid and attuned to their needs, a
factor especially true of adults, and when the visuals are
well incorporated with the material being taught.

Cultural factors may affect what students interpret as
important and what thev see as worthwhile learning techniques.
In addition, such factors will influence what they absorb
from a visual. Objects and concepts which are not in their

own culture or which that culture underemphasizes may be
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misinterpreted, or, indeed, not noticed at all in visual
materials. Visuals can be very effective in this context in
realigning cultural acceptance patterns.

The way in which the illustrations are presented is

yet another variable. Are they to be in a programme paced

"‘-@

by the teacher or one where the students work at a more
leisurely or self-controlled pace? Whichever is chosen,
the matter of exposure time becomes increasingly important,
as numerous studies have shown. A system such as charts

the students to refer to the visual at any time they

al
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need. g too, do textbook and workbook illustrations.
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lides and transparencies may have much the same advantage

he students are given enough viewing time. Films, tele-
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vision and the like are excellent for the presentation of
concepts involving movement, but frame time is externally
dictated, and the speed at which viualized information passes

before students may become a cause of interference.

Interference must be kept in mind when considering what
form the visuals will take, and here one should give atten-
tion to the ideas of design and realism. All visuals should
be clear to all students which means that their size, clarity,

spacing and color are all important. It sounds unnecessary
to say that a picture in education should not be too small
and should not be too large. If it is too small, many
details will be indecipherable and hence confusing; if it

is too big, a sense of unity will be sacrificed as students,
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in tryving to scan the whole picture, will tead to have their
attention taken by a small section. Spacing is part of

this concern as well. When parts of the visual are spaced

el the scanning eyve moves smoothly and logically £from

\I""‘

one to another.

The matter of complexity or simplicity is a feature
which is in the context of interference. As was noted in
Chapter II the realism continuum does not reflect the "learn-

ing continuum" and increasing detail tends, instead, to

decrease the teaching potential of the visual. However,
this remains an inconstant feature. Dwyer found in his
study that realistic, colored photographs were useful in

certain proscribed areas of a lesson on the part of the
heart. All the same, on the whole, studies suggest that
less complex illustrations are more readily understood and
better for the transfer of information.

In the context of realism should be considered the
matter of color. Again it is hard to be definite in any con-
clusions for sometimes it is true that black and white
illustrations can be extremely effective - the contrast 1is
strong. On the other hand, color can be important for
clarification, for attention-getting, for visibility con-
siderations, for the interpretation of relationships and
for the subtle transmission of attitudes. Children tend
to react to color, especially strong color, more definitely

than adults who are accustomed to the symbolism of black
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and white and the ideas it treasmits, but all people can
absorb a great deal from color. Wise use of color can add
to the learning experience; undisciplined use adds nothing
and can become an overload, resulting in a decrease of
understanding.

Using the visuals requires cueinyg methodology. Adults
in particular need to feel in touch with the work being pre-
sented and prefer to be told of the learning objectives in
front of them. This has the advantage of focusing their
attention and receptive concentration. Questions have a
similar effect, written or oral, and are also vital for
follow-up recall. Printed material, such as arrows, may
continue this role. This rehearsal is important to the
retention of learned material. All of these gambits, includ-

£ color in an otherwise black and white illus-

]

ing patches
tration, are further variables.

What this points to is that there is no single approach
to visuals, and that there are no hard and fast rules for
theilr use. The variables are vitally concerned in what
is right for one situation and what is right for another;
in order to adapt a visual for another use it may be neces-
sary to change only one or two of these aspects. Educa-
tional effectiveness is dependent upon small things and
cannot be made constant.

The variables do not change the fact that visuals are

useful but they do mean that commercially made products can
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seldom £it this £luctuating mould. They cannot take into

o]

account the varying needs of students in different learning
environments, The whole idea of visuals is that they
should respond to just those environments and the needs
assessed on an indi%idual basis, that they should deal with
learning problems and learning situations which may be

unique to an age group, a subject, a cultural attitude or a

teaching form. Here lies the great strength of the

~eacher-made visual aid. No matter what the artist.

-

ills of the teacher, it 1s he or she alone who reccg-

i

[y]
s
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izes and understands the variables. Only the teacher can

o

produce visual materials which are that immediate response
to the situation, and only those are effective teaching
aids.

The teacher, then, should not be daunted by the artis-
tic requirements. Experience teaches a lot of ways to
deal with these needs, and furthermore brings more ideas.

d to turn to another person to translate

W

There is n -
ideas, for this introduces the potential interference of a
third party and his/her interpretations. Necessity is

the mother of invention, and it is that which makes teacher-

made visual aids a continually vital part of the ESL

classroom.
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Sample Passage for Listening

Comprehension with Visual

SIMPLE

) This woman is tired. She has been shopping

(

o

most nf the dav. She is wearinag a brown coat and
on her head she has an orange hat. She 1is carrying
two bags.

(b) This girl has been at school but now she is

going home with her mother. She is wearing blue

ol

*

jeans, a blue hat and a red sweater.

SLIGHTLY HARDER

(2) Mark Booth's waiting for the bus and he's been
waiting guite a while. He's cold so he's put his
hands in his pockets to keep them warm. He's wear-
ing dark jeans and a yellow jacket, as wéll as a
blue hat.

(b) Jane Stevens is talking to a friend of hers.
She's going home from school. She's got on a blue

coat and red boots and she's a blonde.
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/2&/ Goodness, zren't these buses slow. If it

t come soon, I think I'll drop. I'm so tired.
/B/ I thought you looked rather weary. What 've
you been doing? Shopping?

/A7 Yes, I thought I'd get a few things I needed.

But a few things always turns into a lot more

fe]

What have you been doing?

h;, I had to tazke my daughter to the dentist so

/
7

s
Pyl
[

I picked her up from school. When I left the house
this morning it was really gquite cold so I put on
this quilted coat and my fur hat. Now I'm so hot!
I'll be glad to get home and shed everything.

/A7 Ah, I'm just looking forward to getting rid of

parcels, hat, coat and shoes and putting my feet up.
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APPEN
POSSIBLE SCRIPT FOR ORDER! ORDER!

It was spring. The tree was in bud and flowers

were beginning to appear. within a few weeks, the tree

i
4

was a mass of blossom in pink and red. As the weeks

i
it

passed, spring faded into summer. The blooms on the tree

gave way to leaves. The days grew warmer and the tree

provided shade for people walking in the park and for the

children who played under it with their toys in the long

days.
Th

T

Gradually these long days began to shorten.

o}

o
)
T
-t
O
H
i

gold.

green leaves began their change to red anc
many more weeks had passed the snow had arrived once more.

Winter had returned.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

The role of visuali- <5 a learning aid is undeniable;

d
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studies over the past few years have conclusively establish
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that. What is still interesting researc
visual materia’ is absorbed, the ways in which visuals should
be used, and how they should be designed, developed and pre-
sented, and research already shows that their usefulness
notwithstanding, they should be used intelligently with a
realistic appraisal of their uses. Clearly they are not

endlessly applicable, nor is one type of visual useful in

The variables are many. The subject matter influences
the kinds of visuals used: geography, for example, is likely
to use a large number of maps and graphs. Similarly the
behavioural objective will have an effect: whether it 1is
factual or visual information which needs to be understood,
explained or rehearsed, and what needs to be recalled from
the experience - concepts or facts.

The students themselves influence not only what is
likely to be recalled but what form the visuals should

take. Children, for example, learn differently from adults
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who, because of their greater experience and knowledge,
learn concepts with the pictures. Mental ability has been
examined in its bearings on learni-g from visuals, and it
appears that high IQs learn readily from either the visual
or verbal approach. Lower IQs achieve better from visual
aids than they do from verbally emphasized work as long as
those aids are keyved to the level of the students. Indeed,
visuals, in these circumstances, can act as excellent moti-
vational devices.

Motivation i1s another

sariable in the effectiveness of

visual education, as it is in most educational circles.
Students learn any content matter much better when they are
interested in what is before them. For this, visuals can
be both a cause and an effect. Visual materials play an
important role in raising motivation and interest, and the
information they contain is better transmitted when motiva-
tion and interest are high. This situation is achilieved,
too, when the visuals are part of a programme which is seen
by the students to be valid and attuned to their needs, a
factor especially true of adults, and when the visuals are
well incorporated with the material being taught.

Cultural factors may affect what students interpret as
important and what thev see as worthwhile learning techniques.
In addition, such factors will influence what they absorb
from a visual. Objects and concepts which are not in their

own culture or which that culture underemphasizes may be
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misinterpreted, or, indeed, not noticed at all in visual
materials. Visuals can be very effective in this context in
realigning cultural acceptance patterns.

The way in which the illustrations are presented is

yet another variable. Are they to be in a programme paced

"‘-@

by the teacher or one where the students work at a more
leisurely or self-controlled pace? Whichever is chosen,
the matter of exposure time becomes increasingly important,
as numerous studies have shown. A system such as charts

the students to refer to the visual at any time they
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need. g too, do textbook and workbook illustrations.
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lides and transparencies may have much the same advantage

he students are given enough viewing time. Films, tele-
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vision and the like are excellent for the presentation of
concepts involving movement, but frame time is externally
dictated, and the speed at which viualized information passes

before students may become a cause of interference.

Interference must be kept in mind when considering what
form the visuals will take, and here one should give atten-
tion to the ideas of design and realism. All visuals should
be clear to all students which means that their size, clarity,

spacing and color are all important. It sounds unnecessary
to say that a picture in education should not be too small
and should not be too large. If it is too small, many
details will be indecipherable and hence confusing; if it

is too big, a sense of unity will be sacrificed as students,
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in tryving to scan the whole picture, will tead to have their
attention taken by a small section. Spacing is part of

this concern as well. When parts of the visual are spaced

el the scanning eyve moves smoothly and logically £from

\I""‘

one to another.

The matter of complexity or simplicity is a feature
which is in the context of interference. As was noted in
Chapter II the realism continuum does not reflect the "learn-

ing continuum" and increasing detail tends, instead, to

decrease the teaching potential of the visual. However,
this remains an inconstant feature. Dwyer found in his
study that realistic, colored photographs were useful in

certain proscribed areas of a lesson on the part of the
heart. All the same, on the whole, studies suggest that
less complex illustrations are more readily understood and
better for the transfer of information.

In the context of realism should be considered the
matter of color. Again it is hard to be definite in any con-
clusions for sometimes it is true that black and white
illustrations can be extremely effective - the contrast 1is
strong. On the other hand, color can be important for
clarification, for attention-getting, for visibility con-
siderations, for the interpretation of relationships and
for the subtle transmission of attitudes. Children tend
to react to color, especially strong color, more definitely

than adults who are accustomed to the symbolism of black
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and white and the ideas it treasmits, but all people can
absorb a great deal from color. Wise use of color can add
to the learning experience; undisciplined use adds nothing
and can become an overload, resulting in a decrease of
understanding.

Using the visuals requires cueinyg methodology. Adults
in particular need to feel in touch with the work being pre-
sented and prefer to be told of the learning objectives in
front of them. This has the advantage of focusing their
attention and receptive concentration. Questions have a
similar effect, written or oral, and are also vital for
follow-up recall. Printed material, such as arrows, may
continue this role. This rehearsal is important to the
retention of learned material. All of these gambits, includ-

£ color in an otherwise black and white illus-

]

ing patches
tration, are further variables.

What this points to is that there is no single approach
to visuals, and that there are no hard and fast rules for
theilr use. The variables are vitally concerned in what
is right for one situation and what is right for another;
in order to adapt a visual for another use it may be neces-
sary to change only one or two of these aspects. Educa-
tional effectiveness is dependent upon small things and
cannot be made constant.

The variables do not change the fact that visuals are

useful but they do mean that commercially made products can
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seldom £it this £luctuating mould. They cannot take into

o]

account the varying needs of students in different learning
environments, The whole idea of visuals is that they
should respond to just those environments and the needs
assessed on an indi%idual basis, that they should deal with
learning problems and learning situations which may be

unique to an age group, a subject, a cultural attitude or a

teaching form. Here lies the great strength of the

~eacher-made visual aid. No matter what the artist.

-

ills of the teacher, it 1s he or she alone who reccg-
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izes and understands the variables. Only the teacher can

o

produce visual materials which are that immediate response
to the situation, and only those are effective teaching
aids.

The teacher, then, should not be daunted by the artis-
tic requirements. Experience teaches a lot of ways to
deal with these needs, and furthermore brings more ideas.

d to turn to another person to translate

W

There is n -
ideas, for this introduces the potential interference of a
third party and his/her interpretations. Necessity is

the mother of invention, and it is that which makes teacher-

made visual aids a continually vital part of the ESL

classroom.
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Sample Passage for Listening

Comprehension with Visual

SIMPLE

) This woman is tired. She has been shopping

(

o

most nf the dav. She is wearinag a brown coat and
on her head she has an orange hat. She 1is carrying
two bags.

(b) This girl has been at school but now she is

going home with her mother. She is wearing blue

ol

*

jeans, a blue hat and a red sweater.

SLIGHTLY HARDER

(2) Mark Booth's waiting for the bus and he's been
waiting guite a while. He's cold so he's put his
hands in his pockets to keep them warm. He's wear-
ing dark jeans and a yellow jacket, as wéll as a
blue hat.

(b) Jane Stevens is talking to a friend of hers.
She's going home from school. She's got on a blue

coat and red boots and she's a blonde.
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/2&/ Goodness, zren't these buses slow. If it

t come soon, I think I'll drop. I'm so tired.
/B/ I thought you looked rather weary. What 've
you been doing? Shopping?

/A7 Yes, I thought I'd get a few things I needed.

But a few things always turns into a lot more

fe]

What have you been doing?

h;, I had to tazke my daughter to the dentist so

/
7

s
Pyl
[

I picked her up from school. When I left the house
this morning it was really gquite cold so I put on
this quilted coat and my fur hat. Now I'm so hot!
I'll be glad to get home and shed everything.

/A7 Ah, I'm just looking forward to getting rid of

parcels, hat, coat and shoes and putting my feet up.
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APPEN
POSSIBLE SCRIPT FOR ORDER! ORDER!

It was spring. The tree was in bud and flowers

were beginning to appear. within a few weeks, the tree

i
4

was a mass of blossom in pink and red. As the weeks

i
it

passed, spring faded into summer. The blooms on the tree

gave way to leaves. The days grew warmer and the tree

provided shade for people walking in the park and for the

children who played under it with their toys in the long

days.
Th

T

Gradually these long days began to shorten.
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gold.

green leaves began their change to red anc
many more weeks had passed the snow had arrived once more.

Winter had returned.
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ippendix D16, Percentage Change in Direct Appropriatlons to Public Institutions: Advanced Graduate and
Research Universities, Other Universities and Culleges, and Two-year Colleges, in Unadjusted

ALVANCED GRADUATE AND RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES:

and Constant Dollars, ]968*197_7, by Type of Institution and State
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Acpendix D=16  {continued)

ADVANCED GRADUATE AND RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES: Unadjusted dollars
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Appendix D=16  {continued)

Fiscal years

13968 1968 1968 IEEB 1963 l?ﬁﬂ 1968 IQEE IEEB
States {949 1970 w11 1972 191 1974 1975 lors 1917
Auam =13 ﬂl I | a3 o ra I 95 1
ALASKA B B
ARIZONA 13 2] 48 56 45 b4 72 &8 ]
AHKANSAS 4 3 9 19 22 A8 59 N 13
CALIERNIA il 0 U I - N A | A 26 A1 44 %A
COLCRADD 3 21 58 ] 1 58 57 [TON
CONNECTICUT 5 7 ! 4 3 1 7 3| k1))
DFL A ARE 10 20 29 30 L 45 g2 5 5
FLORIOA 2] - N | | _ 26 63 &0 jg___ 45
GLLRGIA % L 44 63 b2 52
HAVAT] 16 i 62 13 n " ] ;4 b2
[DAHD | ] 6 § =24 =12 =23 =1 =11
ILNgs o 6 | E— g8 9 - E—
INDIANA -2 =6 =ib =1 =1] =13 =16 =9 -9
1A 10 =0 5 } 2 4 1 22 )|
KANSAS | i 18 L 29 1n 45 67 L
ACNTUQKY. I Y W . A 50 I
LU SIANA =] =8 b § i) 12 18 15 |
MAINE ] :
KARY LAND ! 13 29 1 M 7 49 35 ]
HASSACHUSETIS .5 20 38 AR 3 e I6 AL
HICHIGN 2 1 3 1 13 1) 18 22 15
M1 HHESOTA i i 13 19 19 ] 15 14 k]|
M1551551R3] =5 =11 18 28 Al 52 62 12 T
MISSTUAL 5 ta. 12 § ] 22 2l a0 21
MINTANA / 1 I b =0 A 1 16 11
NLCARASL A 2 35 g1 6l 53 [£] LH 149 190
HEVANA _
NEY HAMRSHIRE . =0 18 - I | S I N
NEY JFRSEY T 2b 61 122 128 113 147 130 ED)
NEW HEXICD 0 7 16 2l 30 32 15 60 18
NW YORK 9 19 28 2) 2} 3 a2 27 20
NIBTH CARQL I} 4 la e a0 38 a4 67T 9 101
NURTH JAKT1TA : f ] B _
nHic 9 2l 2 28 1 3 kH ]| 47
EKLAHHIA 5 1 19 28 2] 25 % A5 L1
E’FHHSYLVAHIA 12 L 1] ] 26 H] H g 3l
RHODE [SLAND ] 19 4 21 13 §2 2 7 0
SIUTH CARDL !ENA § » k{1 LE 109 152 186 184 169
TENNFSSSE 5 T e 2l a0 M
TEXAS 2 16 16 26 21 L n 8% 85
UTAH 7 9 16 21 a1 35 15
V20011 AU | I N N ] 8 .13 — =1
VIRGINIA 25 e2 Al % 491§ _Iﬂ'? 120 135
WASHINGTDN i 12 H =b =4 3 8 12 l6
WEST VIRGINIA 0 2 4 16 23 19 15 18 7
NLSCONSIN 99 I I || I ¥ /% - 4]
WY UMING =i i2 5 15 g 19 28 a7 50

p=1 = 8

196



fppendix D=16  (continued)

Constant dollars

ADVANCED GRADUATE AND RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES:

— !’ﬁig‘
fe12

1976
1917

(7T L1 A L) RS ) { SN L}/ S 1 B T £ N | L B
1969 1570 tH 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976

=1

1913
18711

States

ALABAMA
FLASRA
AR ZONA
ABKANSAS 4
CALIFORNIA
ToLiRADE
COMMECTICUT 5
DELAVARE
ELORICA
ORI [~

n 2

L
7
z

|t

=5 ] f
I L L A
=4 =2
1 0 9 2

e g e

HAWALL ,
1DAHE 1
iLLINDIS 6

=3

=22

—

TNGTIRR
Lo §
KALSAS l £ g
KOoTUCKY 4 ]
Loul5TRNE
MAINE

NARYLAND ]
NASSACHUSETTS
HINNESOTA
¥1551551PP1 =5
Missowmt 13
KONT ANA
KEBRASKA
HEVACA

NEW HAVBSHIKRE

L)
el
=
L=
P VTN AN e T ! R P
A H
L]

A

i
]

|
rul LT T = T - R R =
I
I

s vl ) I L A TN e
1
o

ll] BT RUTE  THON) IP. el
-

]

! L 3

|

WPy LT K ] Wl
—
]

21

=0 =4 |
New JERSEY T W
NEW NEX LCO 0 7 g A
NEW YORK 9 g 1 -
NORTH CAROLINA 4 12 ; 9
NCRIW EARCTA
OHIO
OKL AHONA
CREGIN
BENNSYCVANTA 1
KHODE SLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SCUTH_DAROTA
TEMESSEE
TEXAS
uTAH
YERMCN
VIRGINTA
WASHINGTON
VEST VIRGINIA
ALSCONSIN
WYORING

19

r——p———

il TN il
P
[

| o i
| A
[

LN
-
L
el
I
—
i
Lt

-
I

Heaall i
|
[
[
i
|
H
—

U
i
—
ok
Py
| —
i all B [P
o
= L]

—y———

—

LR . LT . . T i P e |
"

o TS I R R T TR T e T T S R R e

o
]
U LT, R ]
1
|

I
i
w

I = |
m|.nua‘——mcn-mmm
| | B

|
! ]

| e
S o A e e TN L e LY

' |

]

<
I

£5T



Appendix D-16

OTHER UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES:

(continued)

Unadjusted dol ars
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Appendix D-16  (continued)

OTHER UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES: Unadjusted dol lars
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Appendix D-16  (continued)

OTHER UNTVERSITIES AND COLLEGES: Constant dollars
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Appendix D=16  (continued)
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Appendix D-16  (continued)

TWO-YEAR COLLEGES: Unadjusted dollars
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Appendix 016 (continued)

TWO-YEAR COLLEGES: Unadjusted dollars
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Appendix D=16  (continued)

TWO-YEAR COLLEGES: Constant dollars
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Appendix D-16  (continued),

T~ YEAR EOLLEGES Cﬁnstant dallars
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Appendix D-17. Percentage Change in FTE Enrollments in Public Institutions: Advanced Graduate and Research
Universities, Other Universities and Colleges, and Two-year Colleges, 1968-1977, by Type of
Institution and State
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Appendix D17 {continued)
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Appendix D=17  (continued),
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Appendix D-18. Percentage of State General Revenue Appropriated Directly to Public Institutions: Advanced
Graduate and Research Universities, Other Universities and Colleges, and Two-year (olleges,
1968-1977, by Type of Institution and Pegion

ADVANCED GRADUATE AND RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES

o ) Fiscal years
Wi e

Ton ‘l’ﬁ‘g —

States 1962 1969 1978 kil
ALAEAMA 10 ¢ g 9 9 9 TN i 12 il
ALASKA et s o e e ot e e+ e e
ARTZONA I VAR | i7 T8 16 W7 78 Iy
ARKARSAS g
CALIFERNIA 6
COLDRACD. 12
CINNECTIEUT 6
DELAWARE ’
g
6

1610 19

i7

|\
{
i
IE L - T

—
W N, K
|
!
(f
W
i
—r
[ g A
Il
Ll

ST T S T TR P,
LRy
—

ot N A K. O e AELFR N m-

|

i
I P 5 P 0 ]

FLORTDA
GEORGIA N
Paafl T
10AH0 20 20 L8 18 IB 10 I
ILL [HDI5 i 1% 11 il 10 9
RL L U [ JUN | N -
iy 2 18 16 '
KANS A5 1 F 12 n 14 16
KENTLCKY , 10 B lﬂ 9 §
LOVISIANA_ SNt DS | DR S
RATAE 0 ; ( 0

1

3

H

|
\
= R, N .Y

|
[l
i
i
t
i
i
)
F
|

i,
e
o

12
2 12
I it

 —
LG

/

v

r
L —

el e

] i
i~ ™ wm.m [l T T S
| "
—
- g
i

!

SR NN

i
!
i

HARYLAND ’ ' , 7 7
MASSACHISETTS ! 3 3 3 3
Y S | R | N | N | . N
M INNESOTA § 8 8 7 6
MISSIS5LRP| It 1 § 9
H1 SSOURI i i2 12 i , ,
MONTANA TR Al 20 15 . il__,,_“
HEBHA 5KA 14 H 19 2
NEVADA 0
NEW hANPSHIRE 13
NEVJERSEY
NEW MEXICO i
NEW YORK 2
NORTH CAROL INA §
NORTHOMOA 9
5
g

|

n
i
D Nt Wil el R

- -
AP
-

Y
ol

|
| I
L=
—
-2
[ | W
. "
IR I I N I TN ol gy, M A ol Wl el W il WY el AN
| |

i
Wi i I
- ‘.n"-r.u.‘-n‘—‘m‘m L= M-»n

TP . — }
A I g N Ll =

—
R W]

il

]
|
s
—
et .
[
—
Mo o 1250 |

‘ !

| |
|

| ——

HrG- L E‘b

OHID :
DKL AFONA 18
OREGON
PENNSYLYANIA
AHODE ISLAMD
SOUTH CARDLIHA : _ :
SOUTE DAKOTA , , 19 20 21 19 19
JENNESSEE . 11 . : 12
TEXAS 2 _ ] [ [ _

UTAH 15 G 1 14 11 12 b] 1]

VERNONT 10 10 7 8 1 b 1 1 8 6
VIRGINIA_ . 9 | S S I N | R '

—
|
N\
—
T b K e
|
1

.
! —
;

—
e
. [
ol |

P S .
.
[ —

o
I M
I
[
L)
i
]
o adk
Lot ]
--L'-n
1
i
f
i
[

K

L
Lt
1
n
1
hi
M
—
—
—
[ ™
—
W |

WA SHING TON T T i
WEST VIRGINIA ¢ § 9 8 8 9
¥ISCONS I 10 1 10 10 T 10
NONING 32 i :

TR T R ]

8 9 7
9 8 ]

| SN | N




LT

- )
|- L L] s P N A KW NN et s P !
-l | — . L . NN ) o i 1
! _.|| | 1 ,z_ LT R P ey
| 1 1 i | | — ] L 1 -lfﬂ e, PN A Y e AN, o | h-. J—
[ o ) [ _ | ! W _ ! -
! | } | | | g ! M
Lo T S | { ! | i ! | ¥
- 1 ! 20511157212[ I : 1 i i
| ! — 1 - L i s T A
] | | , ! ! ol i~y ,-.ql:-. TR e e T ,BST -
! A i\ | | - i i ! T ———
| 1 [ i 1 | ! i | I -
! | 1 | | | s
W _ " [ E 1 ' : | i
| J{ |
__H | I ka2 B T e W o p— I i | [
= | ] u — W BT o, o | W L T ! l ] ]
= + | } i [y AT o o i, N ol N 1 If
.ﬁ | ! i , W N T e W N P T R o
I o M ] i i et w At LTI T T
| ; __ “ ' | [ | T 1 , Y =
] m i , =, ¥ ; , ]
K | i n
P AT R : ] : ; ¥
. 3 Wi A i | i
ﬂ-.lr, i T RN RS A e G .llzis_____ O i 1 _ [ : i .
! e o i ) ATV T R R | _ !
i — ] 1 ] i ' ﬂﬁ_ ol I T D _....-_,_-...__ — i i 1
] ] ih i | s 1 _ o i IS T, AN L P .
X [ I | ] A
, ) ¥ H { ' , . =
- y [ [ ! | i i
. 1 , It W 1 | | i "
e | oren e o e 1 | ! i
e ,_ Rk ot = B ) L )
A i M ot P e o e DN s Al T ) R T Y T _ , !
el e | i ' e W D T D g ol N iy TN T I )
e ! ] i ! | — ,_2,2,5,233..‘.,217“!.
> | _ I | | i m_ re=E
Bl |~ | | | | | m ! , :
" | - | S ST — ) . h | ! I "
i e | , TN i S e (W R O ESL ; | .
| | | ) B el L g p— . ] I
| N . e ST w1ty Ml i |
] | ] | D NN W ’
| ¥ | | AT N e g, AT e ot
, ! N i H 1 | : —
| i_ 1 [ '
,_ ] | | | ! [ "
el L RN WP, % I ! y | -
:W | 5,_-1._.-_ [ =" 7] alii-’,”l_ﬁ:ﬂk.ﬂ,.;g, | | ,_ [
f i) [ e ] e P, I A e N g WP . i *
ﬂ_ _, | — B — e W RO IS — A ——
| ' | I — H__
| | k. 4
I ! I [ i
] = W
| | e o - : 1
' L O - " |
! b D0 A AR I et T VL D N D A 1 | l
5 — | Al _3,25,_3-75_93:55_35_‘;;_T.-f. 1 [
[} | 1 I P“ - — N [N 9B -.....-_ et Aol I I L R ,A.E.
] I I | I | ] ] ™%
1 i | il
] 1 1 |
- | )
o f e o e o e e P : , ! _
it 1 | ol EL TR SR TN T T , I ! | h 1
o | T L TR AT I T T Ao I | ] 1
| | — VRN N AT Y, R i 1 f
| | ] o ] o UL L o B ] Tﬂ,l& —
T | , _ =
= 1 ! i i
sl ! | | i | | |

] — 1 7_.&:_ - [ N R MR W P i e ey — | | h

LN == =l ] | il " il WP D o Moo T I T IS [ i ]
: oy | ] fomia: L B B T o B L [ 1 [
= i , | [ [ - by ey Wy o o ,

..m“ = ] [ | il — L] U P ey I ey O R |
Al == L3 1 ! [ | | 1)
g = | | _W | | , | | | _
E : ! i | i |

e [ [ | ] J

J— | | |
—. | | | !

W AL [ | | | I |

o— o | _ | i
» [T [ | i . p

= = , , I i

e— | i | ] i - _ H_
g = _ e _ = = | = =

xS | wSo | &L= 2| 2«1 <o« | =

-3 | =T g™ ] . . -] -y T o A e =
= b | - AL, v ] =l o e ! e =2en e | L= ,

i | WL AKBNF‘ g Ml Bt e oy et | X e ,_S_II, K e o ol (TR o WL ,m.'l
5 SlEsEgEzuz2sr 22 23nlL393083203 S=ESS § _SE2Iaw 2T
=" = i _u. i OE ,I..,,Aﬂ S T o s T T Y I [ g Wl . L= ] ) S 2 o !
. = T o g L e G ) aat = W N . (L I e | SE T WL T I AR I o a2
) ! gl Ko padl ke 3 T N e L T e e o AN T I NN s ' ZE
] s L0 _C_E =, a._._ N . i;_la.m, ﬂ _E, mm == _.l.._.l,_..L _l.,.H,.m.lm._, __H_ = o _ﬂwm u ..__ﬁ.._ mﬁ_ = T i M. ,ﬂ_m — EI.
B 3 T N B! Lol i MR T e mm Ny 2 e .y I h
b i e Sl et MK LA = S O . T R R
e = e o Bl e i el Ll e =
T o T e I N O (WY

g
(Y

2



Appendix D=18  (continued),
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Appendix D-19,

State Appropriations Per FTE Student in Public Institutions:

Advanced Graduate and Research

Universities, Other Universities and Colleges, and Two-year Colleges, 1968~1377, by Type of

Institution and Total, by State v
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Appendix D-19

(continued)

OTHER UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES
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Appendix D19 (cont!nued)
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TWO-YEAR COLLEGES
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Appendix 0-19

ALL PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION

{cont Inued),

. "~ Flacal years
States 1968 19¢9 1970 1971 lirz 1 Tln 1978 1976 1927
JLAEANA 955 €l 1048 1T 119 162 130 I512 1841 jeeg
+ ALASKA e n_ . e
\R1ZCNA DL R S L L B L L 1260 1267 126 H{
ARKINSAS 926 H] 17y 1222 1343 1521 2036 2302 2356 2524
CAL [FORN A ?lé §54 1089 1070 lﬁ%i 119} 1 117 laun 1t
L a6 LE JE 1175 075 1482 §526 638 [1¢}
U 47 (A8~ ferd " ]68) 192, 1850 [aes 198 ([0 2120
DEL!HARE 1211 131¢ 1408 1455 M2 1821 1172 2069 1928 1560
Pl o N 1
ENRGIA 2318 334 2522 258 L2792 e 350 %)
FAwdT] SR L 1 O L B L L £ 11{ VTET*E”E’%ﬁg? 210! L
1DAHT o Ny _ _ 1862 1851 2324 26c¢ 25;9
ILLINDIS 1532 144 1%1; 171 ;5%2 718 1816 i900 1890 HIT
L !u, o L == 50} ' 1 j g ggg
L L L A L1 A L T [ 16 el 2056 %
KARGAS 129 03 LH 1042 T4l 1222 1399 1598 1864 gl;n
KENTUCKY 1408 1488 1694 1754 1796 2011 2094 ALY FEKY) 2622
LEIISINA __ 104} [TTE 1| 1156 1919 loid 1090 1179 1852 HH]
MATNE 1158 TN EL 136 {389 1447 1] 1804 T1L 1567
RARYL AND 1087 T3 1€ 1347 1441 1524 1623 1663 1684 1666
MASSACHUSETTS 1315 1261 148§ 174 1744 T1H 1848 193] 2251 2323
MICEIGAN UL I 3 ) D — | ] ML LAPA 1263 1682 1130
RINNESOTA 1182 Hal 12:3 142; fqe 1165 1938 2012 2413 2614
M1 551551 PRI 752 104 LI 108 1156 123¢ 1429 1540 1963 1635
HISSOURT 109% 1263 1555 1;5% 1279 l%§! 1580 i 1724 194
HONIANA 990 ar____lear 1042 (218 1331 1364 ’ggz 1421
NERRASKA “BE] £(o 8§51 t12Y 1229 13687 1881 1928 1809 1502
NEVACA 1662 1201 1€2¢ 1565 1€5¢ 1750 2011 15953 2193 W7
NEW FAYRSHIRE H 1ees 897 a57 42 o o ’ _
NEw _JERSEY osz 1091 1150 Al 1302 |ep1 11 _ {93
NEW NEXICO T/ 11 ifea (250  [2%2 1420 152 | 78] 15 H
hEW YORK 1800 19:l e 1544 1§20 1808 1932 217e 2118 2130
NORTH tAnuLxHA 238 © |4E| 1700 1730 1950 2022 FLTT 209 kT TT] geg
NONTE Gl , i) W 180 g 1033 Kar0 1292 1926 19i¢
HTE L R L AL [EC NV L 1} K B2 1613~ 176§
OKLAR(4A (91 (4] o 907 999 1029 14} 1290 1381 1625
[HEGEA 1164 1214 12:9 122¢ 12¢e¢ 1342 1440 1453 1650 1620
PENNIYLVANIA _  \dn 1393 1495  q42l |96 708 |18 191 2151 %ﬂ}.
RHOCE [SLAND } HIBERNLE I8 178 1904 2192 FEH 1620 L
§ILTH CAROLINA 1208 1296 1423 1603 1748 al 1441 294 2n1¢ 2118
SOUTH DAKOTA l@ﬁs ﬁ?% ?Tg g%g; %%E% ig%g ggg ﬁ?}%{ f;aa iéé&
JENNCSSEE T RN ] SURY V1| SO V('L S L M- |- . U W i 4 T 1| —
TEXAS S _ a2l 1209 176 1v80 1789 14} 2242
UTAb 10 11 16§ H[ 1323 1380 1541 1804 o ,
VERNONT 1295 1418 1383 1305 1390 1326 162 1436 1361 131
YIRGINLA 11 NEI N L 15¢e 1961 |62 2] 1873 1984 HIL
WASHINGTON TN 1 R 1 11 SN I T} N 1. §) 1 LI 453 ]
WEST VIGINIA 1174 1158 1325 1261 1363 1 1eg2 | 888 1864 HIT
WISCOASIN 192 12¢¢ HIS il 118 2004 2139 A - 2% $500
JOMING _ o e un A 1267 1328 1A70 LSc6 . _Lg28 U

234



176

References

Boyd, J. D. State/Tercvitory funded scholarship/grant programs to
undergraduate students with financial need to attend public or
private post-secondary educational institutions. National Association
of State Scholarship Programs, Deerfield, Illinois: Illinois State
Scholarship Commission, annual.

Breneman, D., and Finn, C. (Eds.) Public policy and private higher
education. Washington, D.C.: - The Brookings Institution, 1978.

Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education. The states
~—————dand private higher education: Problems and policies in a new era.
San Francisceo: Jossey-Bass, 1977.

Chambers, M. M. Appropriations of state tax funds for operating
expenses of higher education. Washington, D.C.: National Association

of State Universities and Land-grant Colleges, 1975, 1976, 1977.

Cheit, E. The new depression in higher education. New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1973.

Education Commission of the States: Reports on state aid to private
higher education. Title varies. 1In Higher education in the states,
Vols. 2 to 6.

Education Commission of the States. State policy and independent
higher education: A report of the task force on state policy and
independent higher education. Denver: Education Commission of the
States, 1977.

Education Commission of the States: Proposition 13 aftermath. Denver:
Education Commission of the States, Education Finance Center, Special
issue, November 1978.

235




177

Glenny, L., Bowen, F., Meisinger, R., Morgan, A., Purves, R., &
Schmidtlein, F. State budgeting for higher education: Data digest.
Berkeley: Center for Research and Development in Higher Education,
University of California, 1975.

Glenny, L. & Kidder, J. State tax support of higher education:
Revenue appropriation trends and patterns, 1963-1973. Denver,
Colorado: Education Commission of the States, Report No. 47,
April 1974.

Glenny, L., Shea, J., Ruyle, J., & Freschi, K. Presidents confront
reality: From edifice complex to university without walls. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1976.

Halstead, D. K. Higher education prices and price indexes, 1976
supplement. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare, Office of Education, U.S. Governmment Printing Office,
1977.

McCoy, M., Cherin, E., Makowski, D., & Weldon, K. State and local
financial support of higher education: A framework for interstate
comparisons 1973-1974. Boulder, Colorado: National Center for
Higher Education Management Systems at WICHE, 1976.



